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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. GRASSLEY). 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal God, our hearts are steadfast 

toward You. Lead us safely to the ref-
uge of Your choosing, for You desire to 
give us a future and a hope. 

Lord, provide us with grateful hearts 
to appreciate Your mercies that are 
new each day. Today, give our Senators 
the power to do Your will as they real-
ize more fully that they are servants of 
Heaven and stewards of Your mys-
teries. Give them perspectives on their 
daily tasks and every decision they 
must make. Remind them that people 
usually don’t care how much You know 
until they know how much You care. 

May faithfulness to You become the 
litmus test by which our lawmakers 
evaluate each action. 

We pray in Your powerful Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HYDE-SMITH). The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
Senate for 1 minute in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

IOWA GRADUATIONS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
once again, I am proud to come to tell 
you something about the history of 

Iowa, and I do this during a hectic time 
of the COVID–19 crisis. That crisis has 
had, for American educational systems, 
quite an impact. So, at this time, it is 
important to highlight some successes. 

The 2018–2019 school year saw the 
highest 4-year graduation rate in 
Iowa’s history, and that percentage 
was at 91.6 percent. In 2017, Iowa had 
the highest graduation rate in the en-
tire country, and with this achieve-
ment, we appear ready to do it again. 

During my time representing Iowa in 
the U.S. Senate, I had been in many of 
our State’s classrooms and have seen 
firsthand the dedication of Iowa’s edu-
cators. I congratulate all of those in-
volved with Iowa schools on their fan-
tastic work and congratulate them for 
doing it at all times, even over the past 
few months, in particular, because of 
all the situations they have run into 
because of the virus pandemic. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

f 

ISSUES FACING AMERICA 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

the Senate has been confronting issues 
of historic importance on the home-
front. 

Just since March, we sent historic re-
sources to the healthcare fight against 
COVID–19 on an overwhelming bipar-
tisan basis. We passed the largest res-
cue package in American history on a 
bipartisan basis. We just passed a gen-
erational bill for our public lands, also 
on a bipartisan basis. 

Yesterday, the junior Senator from 
South Carolina introduced a major pro-
posal to reform policing and promote 
racial justice. If our colleagues across 
the aisle can put politics aside and join 
us in a real discussion, then on this 
issue, too, we should be able to make 
law on a bipartisan basis. 

The Senate has led and is leading the 
way toward serious solutions. At the 
same time, developments around the 
world continue to remind us that the 
safety and interests of the American 
people are also threatened from beyond 
our shores. Just 2 weeks ago, I ex-
plained how the Chinese Communist 
Party has used the pandemic they 
helped worsen as a smokescreen for 
ratcheting up their oppression in Hong 
Kong and advancing their control and 
influence throughout the region. It 
hasn’t stopped. 

At sea, they have stepped up their 
menacing of Japan near the Senkaku 
Islands. In the skies, Chinese jets have 
intruded into Taiwanese airspace four 
separate times in a matter of days. On 
land, for the sake of grabbing territory, 
the PLA appears to have instigated the 
worst violent clash between China and 
India since those nations went to war 
way back in 1962. 

Needless to say, the rest of the world 
has watched with grave concern this 
violent exchange between two nuclear 
states. We are encouraging deescala-
tion and hoping for peace. The world 
could not have received a clearer re-
minder that the PRC is dead set on 
brutalizing people within their own 
borders—challenging and remaking the 
international order anew in their 
image, to include literally redrawing 
world maps. Of course, this is not ex-
actly breaking news to any of us who 
have been paying attention. 

Earlier this year, the Senate passed 
legislation to give the administration 
new tools to directly punish the CCP 
for its egregious—egregious treatment 
of the Uighur people and the modern- 
day gulags it has constructed there in 
the Xinjiang Province. The President 
signed it into law yesterday. 

Going back to the United States- 
Hong Kong Policy Act, which I wrote 
back in 1992, the Senate has main-
tained a keen interest in the freedom 
and autonomy of our friends in that 
city. Unfortunately, Beijing has con-
tinued to tighten its grip there as well. 
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More and more Hongkongers find 
themselves facing an agonizing deci-
sion: Can they remain in the city they 
love or must they flee elsewhere if they 
want their children to grow up free? 

As I have said often, every nation 
that cares about democracy and sta-
bility has a stake in ensuring that Bei-
jing’s actions in Hong Kong carry con-
sequences. I encourage the administra-
tion to use the tools Congress has 
given it and to work with like-minded 
nations to impose those costs, but pun-
ishing the PRC cannot be our only pri-
ority. We also need to actively help the 
people of Hong Kong. 

Led by Prime Minister Boris John-
son, the United Kingdom says they are 
preparing to offer visas to potentially 
millions of Hongkongers. In addition to 
funding democracy programming and 
supporting legal assistance, we must 
also consider ways to welcome 
Hongkongers and other Chinese dis-
sidents to America. 

Chinese Americans have formed part 
of the backbone of our Nation for about 
two centuries. Against headwinds of ra-
cial prejudice, Chinese immigrants lit-
erally helped build modern America as 
we know it. Generations of Chinese 
Americans have enriched our society 
and fueled our economic prosperity. 
Not surprisingly, I am particularly par-
tial to the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, whose parents fled Communist 
rule. She has served her country across 
four Presidential administrations, in-
cluding as the first Chinese American 
to ever serve in a President’s Cabinet. 

If some of the same brave 
Hongkongers who have stood up for lib-
erty waving our American flag and 
singing our American national anthem 
would like to come here and join us, we 
should welcome them warmly. 

Of course, this Senate is not only 
acting with respect to China. Earlier 
this year, at my urging, the Senate en-
acted the Caesar Syria Civilian Protec-
tion Act, and this week, the adminis-
tration is using these tools to impose 
painful new sanctions on the brutal re-
gime of Bashar Assad. 

With the help of Russian airpower, 
Iranian advisers, and manpower from 
Hezbollah terrorists, Assad has recap-
tured military control of most of the 
territory he had lost during 9 years of 
civil war, but he has effectively de-
stroyed his own country in an effort to 
save his regime. 

Assad faces renewed protests across 
the country, infighting within his re-
gime and family, and a Syrian econ-
omy that is in free fall. Because of this 
Congress and this administration, the 
cashflow to these butchers is going to 
shrink, and the price that leaders and 
businessmen in Tehran, Beirut, Cairo, 
Moscow, and Beijing will have to pay 
to do business with the regime will 
grow. 

These new steps will help us achieve 
our objective: creating leverage for dip-
lomats and our partners on the ground 
to negotiate a political solution and fi-
nally end the war. To maintain this 

pressure, we should keep our limited 
physical presence in Syria. We should 
work to bring our NATO ally Turkey 
back onto the right side, and we should 
preserve the deterrence that President 
Trump has rebuilt against Iran, to 
keep checking their influence in Syria 
and throughout the Middle East. 

f 

NOMINATION OF JUSTIN REED 
WALKER 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
on one final matter, later today, the 
Senate will confirm Judge Justin 
Walker of Kentucky to join the DC Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals. 

Now, as I have noted in just the last 
several weeks, Judge Walker has given 
the Senate several new reasons to sup-
port his nomination to the second most 
important Federal bench. 

In testimony before our colleagues on 
the Judiciary Committee, he dem-
onstrated an impressive grasp of legal 
precedent. At his current post as dis-
trict judge for the Western District of 
Kentucky, he eloquently applied this 
understanding to uphold Americans’ 
religious liberty, and he earned the ap-
proval of the American Bar Association 
with a rating of ‘‘well-qualified.’’ 

But, of course, Judge Walker’s cre-
dentials were already sterling. Long 
before this nominee began practicing 
and then applying the law, he was col-
lecting plaudits for his excellence at 
studying it. 

Judge Walker, as I mentioned before, 
graduated from Duke University 
summa cum laude, and Harvard Law 
School magna cum laude. Those cre-
dentials can easily lead someone to an 
elite law firm in a big city, but instead, 
it led Judge Walker to clerkships for 
then-Judge Brett Kavanaugh and then- 
Justice Anthony Kennedy. 

He then went back home to the Uni-
versity of Louisville Law School. He 
quickly became a star faculty member, 
producing distinguished scholarship on 
a wide range of legal issues. Once 
Judge Walker took his current seat on 
the bench for the Western District of 
Kentucky, he wasted no time building 
an equally strong reputation for the 
fairness and open-mindedness that 
Americans deserve from their judges. 

In one letter to our colleagues on the 
Judiciary Committee, 100 practicing 
lawyers from across Kentucky said: 

If Judge Walker is confirmed, we could 
give our clients an assessment of him for 
which any judge should strive: he is sharp, 
fair, and will follow the law. 

In another letter, 16 different State 
attorneys general told us: 

As someone from outside the Beltway with 
a commitment to the rule of law, we know 
that Judge Walker will listen to the argu-
ments of advocates appearing before him, 
that he will weigh the facts against the law 
as it is written (and not as he wishes it to 
be), and that he will fairly decide those cases 
based upon controlling precedent. 

These glowing assessments are not 
from elite corporate counsel or fre-
quent flyers on the DC Circuit. These 

are from men and women across Ken-
tucky and across America who have 
seen this man work and watched his 
career. 

Republican Presidents have a proud 
tradition of looking beyond Wash-
ington to freshen up the DC Circuit 
with diverse perspectives from across 
America. President Nixon thought this 
crucial court could use the expertise of 
a Texan and a Minnesotan. President 
Reagan chose legal minds from Colo-
rado and North Carolina. President 
Bush 41 chose a South Carolinian, and 
President Bush 43 a Californian. 

So when the Senate confirms Judge 
Walker to this vacancy, we will not 
just be promoting a widely admired 
legal expert and proven judge to a role 
for which he is obviously qualified, we 
will also be adding to a time-honored 
tradition of finding men and women 
from all across the country to help en-
sure that this enormously consequen-
tial bench here in our Nation’s Capital 
is refreshed with talent from all parts 
of America. 

My fellow Kentuckians and I are 
sorry to part with this son in the Blue-
grass, but mostly we are proud because 
Judge Walker will be putting his legal 
brilliance and his exceptional judicial 
temperament to work not just for his 
home State but for our entire Nation 
and in even more consequential ways. I 
look forward to voting to confirm 
Judge Justin Walker, and I urge each 
of my colleagues to do the same. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S. 3985 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I understand there is a bill at the desk 
that is due a second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
second time. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (S. 3985) to improve and reform polic-
ing practices, accountability, and trans-
parency. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
in order to place the bill on the cal-
endar under the provisions of rule XIV, 
I object to further proceedings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
placed on the calendar. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to resume 
consideration of the following nomina-
tion. 

The clerk will report the nomination. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Justin Reed 
Walker, of Kentucky, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the District of 
Columbia Circuit. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

DACA 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
cried tears of joy a few minutes ago 
when I heard the decision of the Su-
preme Court on DACA. These wonder-
ful DACA kids and their families have 
a huge burden lifted off their shoulders. 
They don’t have to worry about being 
deported. They can do their jobs, and I 
believe—I do believe this—someday, 
someday soon, they will be American 
citizens. 

I have met so many of these beautiful 
children and their families. Now, many 
have grown up. They came to America 
as little kids, and all they want to be 
is Americans. They worked hard. I met 
some of them during the COVID crisis 
in New York risking their lives to deal 
with the healthcare crisis we had. I 
have seen them enlist in the Armed 
Forces and go to college, some of our 
best colleges and law schools, and 
climb that American ladder that has 
been around for so many years and 
some people want to rip away. 

So this is a wonderful, wonderful day 
for the DACA kids, for their families, 
and for the American Dream. 

We have always believed in immigra-
tion in America. We have had some 
dark forces oppose it in recent years, 
but we believe in it. It is part of our 
soul. Every one of us cares about immi-
grants, and so many of us are descend-
ants of immigrants. Wow, what a deci-
sion. 

Let me say this: In these very dif-
ficult times, the Supreme Court pro-
vided a bright ray of sunshine this 
week with the decision on Monday pre-
venting discrimination in employment 
against the LGBTQ community and 
now with this DACA decision. Frankly, 
to me, the Court’s decision was sur-
prising but welcome. It gives you some 
faith that the laws and rules and mores 
of this country can be upheld. Wow, the 

decision is amazing. I am so happy for 
these kids and their families. I feel for 
them, and I think all of America does. 
Again, I cannot—who would have 
thought the Supreme Court would have 
so many good decisions in one week? 
Who would have thought it? Wow. 

JUSTICE IN POLICING ACT 
Madam President, now let’s get to 

some other very important issues as 
well. 

Two weeks ago, House and Senate 
Democrats introduced a bill, the Jus-
tice in Policing Act, to bring sweeping 
change to the Nation’s police depart-
ments. The bill would bring com-
prehensive and enduring reforms—the 
most forceful set of changes to policing 
in decades. 

The House Judiciary Committee ap-
proved the legislation yesterday, and it 
will pass the full House next week. 

Here in the Senate, Republicans put 
forward their own proposal yesterday, 
led by the Senator from South Caro-
lina. We welcome our Republican col-
leagues to this discussion. It is some-
thing they have resisted for so long. 
But merely writing the bill—any bill— 
is not good enough at this moment in 
American history. It is too low a bar. 

To simply say ‘‘We will write any old 
bill, and that is good enough’’ isn’t 
good enough for so many people, many 
of whom are marching in the streets to 
get real justice. 

We don’t need just any bill right now. 
We need a strong bill. We don’t need 
some bipartisan talks. We need to save 
Black lives and bring long-overdue re-
forms to institutions that have resisted 
them. The harsh fact is that the legis-
lation my Republican friends have put 
together is far too weak and will be in-
effective at rooting out this problem. 

The Republican bill does nothing to 
reform the legal standards that shield 
police from convictions for violating 
Americans’ constitutional rights. It 
does nothing on qualified immunity, 
which shields even police who are 
guilty of violating civil rights from 
being sued for civil damages. The Re-
publican bill does nothing to encourage 
independent investigations of police 
departments that have patterns and 
practices that violate the Constitution. 
The Republican bill does nothing to re-
form the use of force standard, nothing 
on racial profiling, nothing on limiting 
the transfer of military equipment to 
local police departments. 

What the Republican bill does pro-
pose does not go far enough. Unlike the 
Justice in Policing Act, which bans no- 
knock warrants in Federal drug cases, 
the Republican bill requires data only 
on no-knock warrants. Breonna Taylor, 
a first responder in Louisville, KY, was 
asleep in her bed when she was killed 
by police who had a no-knock warrant. 
More data would not have saved 
Breonna Taylor’s life. 

Unlike the Justice in Policing Act, 
which bans choke holds and other tac-
tics that have killed Black Americans, 
the Republican bill purports to ban 
choke holds only by withholding fund-

ing from departments that don’t volun-
tarily ban them themselves—only 
those choke holds that restrict air flow 
but not those choke holds that resist 
blood to flow to the brain—and the ban 
only applies unless the ‘‘use of deadly 
force’’ is required. Who determines 
when the use of deadly force is re-
quired? It is usually the police them-
selves, and courts defer to their judg-
ment. 

I don’t understand. If you want to 
ban choke holds and other brutal tac-
tics that have killed Black Americans 
in police custody, why don’t you just 
ban them? 

I like my friend from South Carolina, 
Senator SCOTT. I know he is trying to 
do the right thing, but this is not just 
about doing any bill. This is not about 
finding the lowest common denomi-
nator between the two parties and then 
moving on. This is about bringing sore-
ly needed change to police departments 
across the country, stopping the kill-
ing of African Americans at the hands 
of police, and bringing accountability 
and transparency to police officers and 
departments that are guilty of mis-
conduct. 

Unfortunately, the Republican bill 
doesn’t go nearly far enough on preven-
tion. It doesn’t go nearly far enough on 
transparency and hardly brings even 
one ounce of accountability, and that 
matters a great deal. We have to get 
this right. 

If we pass a bill that is ineffective, 
the killings continue, and police de-
partments resist change, and there is 
no accountability, the wound in our so-
ciety will not close. It will widen. 

This is not about making an effort 
and dipping our toes into the waters of 
reform. This is about solving a problem 
that is taking the lives of Black Ameri-
cans. 

Let me say that again because it is 
so important for my colleagues across 
the aisle to hear. This is not just about 
making an effort or dipping our toes 
into the waters of reform. This is about 
solving a problem that is taking the 
lives of Black Americans. 

If the bill would not have prevented 
the deaths of George Floyd, Breonna 
Taylor, Ahmaud Arbery, Michael 
Brown, or Eric Garner, if it will not 
stop future deaths of Black Americans 
at the hands of the very people who are 
meant to protect and serve, then it 
does not represent the change we need 
now. 

As drafted, the Republican bill does 
not rise to the moment. The Demo-
cratic bill, the Justice in Policing Act, 
does. 

NOMINATION OF JUSTIN REED WALKER 
Madam President, of course, while 

Democrats are glad that Leader 
MCCONNELL felt the pressure and heed-
ed our call to put policing reform on 
the floor next week, it will not be be-
fore the Republican leader asks us to 
confirm two more hard rightwing 
judges to the Federal bench. 

Today, the Senate will vote on Justin 
Walker, a 38-year-old with less than a 
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year’s worth of experience as a district 
court judge, to sit on the second high-
est court in the country for the rest of 
his life. The temerity of doing that—he 
was on the court for just a few months, 
but he is friends with Leader MCCON-
NELL, so he gets rushed to this very 
high court without the necessary expe-
rience and maturity of judgment. 

The Republican Senate approved his 
nomination to the district court on Oc-
tober 24 last year, after the ABA rated 
him ‘‘not qualified.’’ Now, 8 months 
later, Leader MCCONNELL wants to give 
Justin Walker, a former intern of his, a 
promotion to the DC Circuit. 

Even in his extremely limited time 
as a jurist, Walker made news by call-
ing the Supreme Court’s decision to up-
hold our healthcare law ‘‘catastrophic’’ 
and ‘‘an indefensible decision.’’ 

I would like Leader MCCONNELL to go 
home to Kentucky and tell the citizens 
of Kentucky why he nominated some-
one who wants to repeal our healthcare 
law when the COVID crisis is hurting 
people there as it is everywhere else. In 
the middle of a national healthcare cri-
sis, the Republican Senate majority is 
poised to confirm a judge who opposes 
our country’s healthcare law. 

There is no reason to do this nomina-
tion now. There is no stunning number 
of vacancies on the DC Circuit. We are 
in the middle of a global pandemic and 
a national conversation about racial 
justice and police reform. This is about 
the Republican leader and his relent-
less pursuit of a rightwing judiciary. 

Usually my friends on the other side 
of the aisle vote in lockstep on these 
judges, so it is an indication of Mr. 
Walker’s caliber, or lack thereof, that 
at least one Senate Republican has an-
nounced opposition to his nomination. 

After Mr. Walker—again, before we 
move to policing reform—Leader 
MCCONNELL will put forward the nomi-
nation of Mr. Cory Wilson to the Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Even by the very low standards of 
Trump’s nominees to the Federal 
bench, Mr. Wilson is appalling. He 
called our Nation’s healthcare law ‘‘il-
legitimate’’ and ‘‘perverse’’ and advo-
cated the repeal of Roe v. Wade. Worse 
still, Mr. Wilson strongly supported re-
strictive voting measures, including 
voter ID laws and is opposed, in this 
day and age, to minority voting rights. 

There will be a massive split screen 
in the Senate next week. As we prepare 
to debate legislation to reduce racial 
bias and discrimination in law enforce-
ment, Senate Republicans will push a 
judge who has a history of fighting 
against minority voting rights. The hy-
pocrisy is glaring. It is amazing to 
me—the temerity sometimes that the 
majority leader shows in talking about 
trying to bring racial justice and put-
ting on the bench someone who has 
fought against racial justice in terms 
of voting rights throughout his career. 
Again, the hypocrisy is glaring. 

CHINA 
Madam President, now on China, my 

colleagues know how long I have 

pressed administrations of both parties 
to be tougher on China’s rapacious eco-
nomic policies. For a time, I even 
praised our current President for talk-
ing about going after China’s trade 
abuses, but, as on so many other issues, 
President Trump talks a big game and 
then completely folds. 

After a few months of negotiation, 
President Trump announced his phase 
one trade deal with China, which lifted 
tariffs on Chinese imports in exchange 
for a few short-term agricultural pur-
chases. It was clear at the time that 
President Trump sold out. 

I argued strenuously with the Trade 
Representative, Mr. Lighthizer, about 
the phase one deal. And now, as ex-
cerpts of Mr. Bolton’s book hits the 
press, we see why President Trump 
caved to China so completely. 

The President’s former National Se-
curity Advisor wrote that President 
Trump decided to drop all of our major 
demands on China because he wanted 
agricultural purchases from States 
that would aid his reelection. Mr. 
Bolton alleges that the President want-
ed the support of farmers in key 
States, so he sold out the national in-
terest for his personal political inter-
est. Does it sound familiar, my Senate 
Republican colleagues? Does it sound 
familiar? 

Ironically, of course, American farm-
ers aren’t even getting the benefit be-
cause President Xi has reneged on pur-
chasing American soybeans and wheat. 
When President Trump was so craven 
as to bring this up, it was a signal to 
Xi: You can stand strong, and the 
President will not do anything—will 
not do anything. And that is what hap-
pened, so no one won. American manu-
facturing and American jobs lost out in 
a weak-kneed deal with China, and 
then, even the farmers who were sup-
posed to get benefit, of course, for 
Trump’s political interests, didn’t get 
any benefit. 

While I would have preferred Mr. 
Bolton to have told these stories under 
oath at the impeachment trial, they 
are quite illuminating nonetheless. It 
seems he should have titled his book, 
‘‘The Real Heart of the Deal.’’ 

President Trump’s failure to secure 
an end to China’s predatory intellec-
tual property theft is now explained. 
President Trump’s ridiculous praise of 
how Xi handled the coronavirus is now 
explained. President Trump’s silence 
on human rights abuses and the pro-
tests in Hong Kong is now explained. 

Even more revolting, Mr. Bolton al-
leges that the President approved of 
President Xi’s plan to place up to 1 
million Uighurs into concentration 
camps—possibly the largest intern-
ment of religious or ethnic groups 
since World War II. 

China is America’s competitor to this 
generation and the next, and this 
President’s insecurity, weakness, van-
ity, and obsessive self-interest is a 
threat—a real threat—to our economic 
security and our national security. 
President Trump cannot be trusted to 
deal with China policy any longer. 

DACA 
Madam President, before I yield the 

floor, I spoke earlier about the DACA 
decision and how I thought, first, of 
those wonderful kids and their families 
and the burden that is off their shoul-
ders. But after a few minutes, I dialed 
my dear friend Senator DURBIN. He has 
waged this fight since, I believe—2002? 

Mr. DURBIN. 2000. 
Mr. SCHUMER. 2000. 
He has been passionate and unrelent-

ing in fighting for the DACA kids and 
their families. He talks about it in our 
caucus every week. He did just this 
past week. 

Now, while our work is still not done, 
we must all work so that these kids 
can eventually become American citi-
zens. At least they are free—free at 
last—and, in good part, that is because 
of the work of the senior Senator from 
Illinois, who met them, got to know 
them and love them, and took his 
amazing legislative acumen to help 
them. 

I believe, in part, that the decision 
across the street occurred because of 
Senator DURBIN’s effective and unre-
lenting passionate advocacy for the 
DACA kids. 

I yield the floor to my dear friend 
and a happy man this morning, the 
senior Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
want to thank my friend and colleague 
from both the House and the Senate, 
Senator CHUCK SCHUMER, the Demo-
cratic leader, for his kind words. He 
has been such a valuable ally in this 
battle. 

As leader on the Senate side, CHUCK, 
I just can’t thank you enough. 

Mr. SCHUMER. DICK, the thanks 
goes to you. The thanks goes to you. 

Mr. DURBIN. Time and again, we did 
things here that were difficult politi-
cally—difficult politically—to fight for 
the young people. 

I just want to thank all of the Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle who 
were a part of moving this issue for-
ward. They did it at great political 
risk. 

I can remember, as sure as I am 
standing here, watching one of my 
Democratic Senate colleagues walk 
down and vote for the Dream Act, re-
turn to her desk in the corner, put her 
head down and sobbed, realizing that 
she had probably cost her own reelec-
tion with that vote. Over and over 
again, people stood up for these young 
people. 

This morning, minutes ago, the Su-
preme Court brought a smile and a sigh 
of relief to more than 700,000 young 
people in the United States of America. 
This morning, the Supreme Court ruled 
that the September 2017 rescission of 
the DACA Program by the Trump ad-
ministration was to be stricken as ar-
bitrary and capricious. 

So what does it mean? It means, for 
these 700,000 DACA-protected individ-
uals, that they can continue to live, to 
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work, and to study in America without 
fear of deportation for the moment. 

DACA, of course, is a program cre-
ated by President Obama in 2012. It was 
a program that was, frankly, our an-
swer to the failure to enact the 
DREAM Act as the law of the land. The 
President used his Executive authority 
to create the DACA Program, and here 
is what it said, just basically mirroring 
the standards of the DREAM Act, 
which I introduced 20 years ago: If you 
were brought to America as a child, if 
you have lived in this country, gone to 
school, don’t have a serious problem 
with the law, you should have a chance 
to live here without fear of deporta-
tion. The DREAM Act said you should 
have a chance to become a citizen of 
the United States, which is, of course, 
our ultimate goal. 

But the DACA Program opened up 
eligibility, and almost 800,000 came for-
ward and applied. They had to pay a 
filing fee of $500 or $600, go through a 
criminal background check, but for 
many of these young people, it was a 
turning point in their lives. At that 
point, finally—finally—there was a 
chance they could stay in the country 
they called home, the United States of 
America. 

They seized that opportunity and did 
remarkable things. They enlisted in 
our military. They went to schools and 
colleges to pursue an education. They 
took up jobs as teachers. They finished 
medical school. They did things that 
were unimaginable for DACA. 

Of course, when the administration 
changed and a new President came in, 
there was a real question as to whether 
he would continue the DACA Program. 

The very first time I ever spoke to 
President Donald Trump was the day of 
his inauguration, within an hour or 
two after he was sworn, at a luncheon. 
What I said to him then—my first 
words were these: Mr. President, I hope 
you are going to help those young peo-
ple, those Dreamers, those protected by 
DACA. 

He looked at me, and he said: Sen-
ator, don’t worry. We will take care of 
those kids. 

Well, sadly, that didn’t happen. 
In September of 2017, there was a de-

cision made by this administration to 
eliminate the DACA Program, and at 
that point, were it not for a court chal-
lenge and a protective order by the 
court, those young people might have 
been subject to deportation. But many, 
myself included, believed that the 
process used by President Trump was 
flawed, and, if challenged, it would fall 
in court. It took from September 2017 
until today, just minutes ago, when the 
Supreme Court ruled that the adminis-
tration’s approach to eliminating 
DACA was wrong and would be strick-
en. 

I want to say for a moment who these 
young people are, because many people 
don’t know them. They don’t wear 
badges or uniforms to claim that they 
are DACA-protected, but this is who 
they are. Of the 700,000, 200,000 of them 

are essential employees. You may see 
them every day in many, many callings 
across America as we face this national 
health emergency. 

Over 40,000 of them are healthcare 
workers. So if you are a patient at a 
clinic or a hospital today fighting 
COVID–19 and your doctor or nurse just 
walked in the room with a big smile, it 
is because the Supreme Court said to 
that healthcare worker or to that 
healthcare hero: You can stay in Amer-
ica. We need you. 

Of course, that could change. I want 
to raise this issue because it is an im-
portant one. The Trump administra-
tion can decide that they are going to 
reinitiate this effort to rescind DACA 
and try to do it right this time by the 
Supreme Court standards. That would 
be a terrible tragedy if he made that 
decision, not just for those 700,000 but 
for their families as well. 

The front page story on the Chicago 
Tribune this morning was about just 
such a family, both husband and wife 
protected by DACA, working in Amer-
ica, trying to buy a little home in Au-
rora, IL. She works in a cancer clinic. 
He has a job as well. They have two 
beautiful little kids. They are both 
DACA-protected. Because of the Su-
preme Court decision, they have an-
other day in America. They have a sigh 
of relief this morning, but what about 
next week? What will the Trump ad-
ministration do to them next week? I 
am calling on the President and those 
around him, begging him to give these 
DACA protectees the rest of this year 
until next year at least before any-
thing is considered. Let’s protect them 
now through the election, and let the 
next President, whoever he may be, 
make a decision. 

I hope before that happens we will do 
our part in the U.S. Senate, the second 
part of what we can and should be 
doing, calling on the President not to 
rescind DACA again, not to put these 
young people and their families 
through this all over again but, sec-
ondly, that we do our job in the Sen-
ate. 

I listened to Senator MCCONNELL ear-
lier, talking about bipartisanship and 
talking about our legislative accom-
plishments. He is correct that the 
lands bill we passed yesterday was his-
toric. I am glad we did it. The 
coronavirus relief bill we passed is his-
toric. I am certainly glad we did it on 
a bipartisan basis, and I sincerely hope, 
when it comes to Justice in Policing, 
we can do the same—a bipartisan effort 
to enact good law. 

Let me add to the list, which unfor-
tunately doesn’t include a lot of legis-
lation, something that is now critically 
important. The House of Representa-
tives, months ago, passed the Dream 
and Promise Act, which would take 
care of the DACA issue once and for 
all. We could enact that law and say to 
these young people: Now you have your 
chance to stay and earn your path to 
citizenship in America. That is what 
we ought to be saying. 

Everyone knows that our immigra-
tion laws are a mess. They are hard to 
explain and impossible to defend. We 
have a chance to do something about 
them on a bipartisan basis, and I am 
calling on Senator MCCONNELL and all 
the leaders on either side of the aisle: 
Let’s join together and do that. Let’s 
have a hearing in the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. Let’s bring this bill to the 
floor of the Senate this year so that 
once and for all we can deal with the 
problem we have been looking at for 20 
years and approaching in so many dif-
ferent ways. 

In the meantime, for today—at least 
for this week and, I hope, for long be-
yond that—we will be celebrating a Su-
preme Court decision that gives a new 
lease on life to 700,000 young people 
who have one goal in mind: to be part 
of America’s future. They were edu-
cated in our schools. They stood in 
those classrooms and pledged alle-
giance to the same flag we pledge alle-
giance to. They have their children. 
They have their families. They have 
their hopes and a future, and they are 
making a good living with life in the 
America. Thanks to the Supreme 
Court, they have some more time, but 
now it is up to the President and up to 
us to solve this problem once and for 
all, to do the right thing for them and 
for the future of America. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SCOTT of Florida). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DACA 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, this 

morning we received news that the Su-
preme Court has ruled in regard to our 
Dreamers, our Deferred Action Child-
hood Arrival children, who came to 
America knowing no other country, 
and now the Court has said that Presi-
dent Obama did have the authority to 
establish the DACA Program and that 
President Trump does not have a basis 
in law for ending it. 

Hundreds of thousands of Dreamers 
now have full legal authority to con-
tinue their lives in America—the coun-
try they know and love—and pursue 
their dreams, and we must celebrate 
that today. 

EQUALITY ACT 
Mr. President, I come to the floor on 

another issue of freedom. President 
Johnson said: 

Freedom is a right to share, share fully 
and equally, in American society. . . . It is 
the right to be treated in every part of our 
national life as a person equal in dignity and 
promise to all others. 

It was 1996 when Senator Ted Ken-
nedy brought the issue of ending dis-
crimination in employment to the 
floor of the Senate. In that year, not so 
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long ago, virtually everything was sim-
ple majority in the Senate, as designed 
by our Founders, as written in the Con-
stitution. The vote failed 49 to 50 be-
cause Senator David Pryor was at the 
hospital attending to his son, the fu-
ture Senator Mark Pryor, who had can-
cer. It was a moment when the Senate 
nearly took a big stride forward in end-
ing discrimination in employment in 
America against our LGBTQ commu-
nity. 

Then, in November 2013, I brought to 
the floor the same bill, ENDA, ending 
discrimination in employment. This 
Senate voted in a bipartisan majority 
to end that discrimination. In fact, the 
vote was 2 to 1—64 to 32. Yet that 
bright moment here in the Senate, 
where we stood for the vision of free-
dom, was not acted on by the House, 
and the bill did not make it to the 
President’s desk. 

Now we stand here today, in 2020, and 
the Supreme Court on Monday in 
Bostock v. Clayton County, in a 6 to 3 
decision, has proceeded to act to end 
discrimination in employment. In writ-
ing the opinion, Justice Gorsuch said: 
‘‘In Title VII’’—referring to the 1964 
Civil Rights Act—‘‘Congress outlawed 
discrimination in the workplace on the 
basis of race, color, religion, sex, or na-
tional origin.’’ 

He wrote: ‘‘Today, we must decide 
whether an employer can fire someone 
simply for being homosexual or 
transgender.’’ 

Everyone looked to the next para-
graph and what would the answer be? 
Gorsuch wrote this: 

The answer is clear. An employer who fires 
an individual for being homosexual or 
transgender fires that person for traits or ac-
tions it would not have questioned in mem-
bers of a different sex. Sex plays a necessary 
and undisguisable role in that decision, ex-
actly what Title VII forbids. 

Well, let the bells of freedom ring 
here in this Chamber and across Amer-
ica. On Sunday of this last week, the 
day before the Supreme Court decision, 
discrimination in employment against 
gay, lesbian, and bisexual Americans 
was still legal in 29 States—a majority 
of States in our country—and, on Mon-
day, that discrimination ended. It is 
now illegal in all 50 States of America, 
in all territories of America to dis-
criminate on the basis of who you are 
or whom you love. 

The Court took a long, powerful 
stride toward the vision carved above 
the doors of the Supreme Court: 
‘‘Equal Justice Under Law.’’ No longer 
can a mental health counselor named 
Gary Bostock be fired from his job at 
child welfare services department for 
playing in a gay softball league. No 
longer can a skydiving instructor 
named Donald Zarda be fired because 
he is gay. No longer can a police officer 
in southern Oregon named Laura Elena 
Calvo—with a sterling 16-year record of 
promotions, commendations for pulling 
people from burning cars, delivering 
babies on the side of the road, saving 
lives and more—be fired because she 
was a transgender woman. 

Employment discrimination ends in 
America. Let us savor that victory for 
freedom. Let us celebrate that victory 
for equality and opportunity. It is a 
long, powerful stride forward on the 
march for freedom. But a long stride 
forward in a march, however signifi-
cant, does not mean that the march is 
over because, as wonderful as that vic-
tory on Monday was, as wonderful it is 
to have discrimination end in employ-
ment across the land, we still have a 
long way to go before LGBTQ Ameri-
cans are treated in every part of our 
national life as people equal in dignity 
and promise to all others. 

The protections on Monday involve 
employment, but those protections do 
not extend to the titles of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act that address other issues— 
issues of education, issues of public ac-
commodations—and they don’t extend 
to credit, financial transactions, trans-
actions covered by the CREDIT Act. 
They don’t extend to jury service. They 
don’t extend to Federal funding of pro-
grams, meaning it is legal for States to 
discriminate or cities to discriminate 
or counties to discriminate on the 
basis of Federal law against participa-
tion in Federal programs. It is unbe-
lievable that we are still in that state, 
but that is where we are. That is where 
we are right now, with discrimination 
ended in employment but not ended in 
all of these other categories. 

There are a couple of possible paths 
forward. One is litigation that con-
tinues on the same premise on which 
the Supreme Court acted on title VII of 
the 1964 Civil Rights Act, and that 
means litigation in each of these cat-
egories, case after case, slowly making 
its way through the courts, slowly 
making it to the Supreme Court, mean-
ing discrimination continues year after 
year while the courts deliberate on 
this. 

I have heard a number of Senators 
say the Court acted, but Congress 
should have done it. Well, now we have 
the opportunity to do it. We have the 
opportunity to do it by putting the 
Equality Act on the floor of this Sen-
ate, putting it on the floor of the Sen-
ate today, having a debate today, and 
having a vote today on whether to ex-
tend the very premise at the heart of 
the Supreme Court’s decision in em-
ployment to all of the other key areas 
of discrimination that is still suffered 
across this land. 

Let us put the Equality Act on the 
floor. Let us debate it. Let us pass it to 
fulfill the vision Thomas Jefferson put 
forward when, in the words crafted for 
the Declaration of Independence: ‘‘We 
hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal, that 
they are endowed by their Creator with 
certain unalienable Rights, that among 
these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit 
of Happiness.’’ 

Let us put the Equality Act on the 
floor of the Senate. Let us debate it, 
and let us pass it to act on the premise 
that Senator Ted Kennedy expressed: 
‘‘The promise of America will never be 

fulfilled as long as justice is denied to 
even one among us.’’ 

Let us put the Equality Act on the 
floor of the Senate and debate it and 
pass it to fulfill the promise of free-
dom, the promise of freedom that 
President Johnson so well expressed in 
‘‘the right to be treated in every part 
of our national life as a person equal in 
dignity and promise to all others.’’ 

We have the power to ring the bells 
of freedom here in this Chamber. Let 
us not miss this opportunity. 

I am so pleased to be here with my 
colleagues who have fought for this vi-
sion of freedom and equality and oppor-
tunity—my colleague TAMMY BALDWIN 
from Wisconsin and my colleague CORY 
BOOKER from New Jersey, who have 
been champions in leading this fight— 
a fight envisioned now by a tremendous 
number of Senators endorsing and co-
sponsoring the Equality Act. Let us 
put that act on the floor. 

I yield to my colleague from Wis-
consin. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize an enormous step 
forward for our country, which hap-
pened earlier this week, on Monday. 
Once again, on a morning during Pride 
Month, our Nation came closer to real-
izing the promise of equality for les-
bians, gays, bisexual, transgender, and 
the queer community. 

The Supreme Court has made it clear 
that workplace discrimination against 
LGBTQ people is wrong, and our Na-
tion’s civil rights laws prohibit it. 
While this is a joyous day and a joyous 
week, I want to take a moment to ac-
knowledge the untold number who 
have suffered in this country for years 
without recourse. I want to recognize 
those brave LGBTQ people who re-
ceived pink slips, were passed over for 
promotions, suffered harassment and 
bullying in break rooms, or never got 
that initial interview—all simply be-
cause of who they are or whom they 
loved. 

I particularly want to thank the 
plaintiffs who brought these cases: Ger-
ald Bostock, Aimee Stephens, and Don-
ald Zarda, as well as the families and 
friends and lawyers who supported 
them. Sadly, Aimee and Donald did not 
live to see this transformative moment 
for our country and our community, 
but we will remember them and honor 
the efforts that they and so many oth-
ers have made to get us here. We will 
commit ourselves to continuing to 
push forward for full equality for them. 

On Monday, the Supreme Court af-
firmed what many Federal courts, the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission, and so many of us have recog-
nized for years—that title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 is properly un-
derstood to prohibit discrimination 
based on sexual orientation and gender 
identity. 

As Justice Gorsuch wrote for the ma-
jority: 

Today, we must decide whether an em-
ployer can fire someone simply for being ho-
mosexual or transgender. The answer is 
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clear. An employer who fires an individual 
for being homosexual or transgender fires 
that person for traits or actions that it 
would not have questioned in members of a 
different sex. Sex plays a necessary and 
undisguisable role in the decision, exactly 
what Title VII forbids. 

This decision is far from radical, but 
it is transformative. It means that at 
long last in every corner of this Na-
tion, in big cities and small towns, 
LGBTQ people are waking up in a fair-
er country. They now know that they 
have recourse if an employer discrimi-
nates against them simply because of 
who they are or whom they love. Em-
ployers know unambiguously that they 
have an obligation in every State to 
judge all of their employees on merit, 
not sexual orientation or gender iden-
tity. 

While we have taken another big step 
forward—and it is a big step—in the 
march toward full equality for LGBTQ 
Americans, we are not there yet. Les-
bian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and 
queer people face discrimination in 
many more aspects of their lives than 
the workplace. Our country needs to 
send the message that treating people 
unfairly because of their sexual ori-
entation or gender identity is wrong 
and that it will not be tolerated, pe-
riod, whether that is while buying a 
house, going out to dinner, shopping in 
a store, serving on a jury, or seeking 
help from a government program. 

While the Court told us on Monday 
that discrimination based on sexual 
orientation or gender identity is nec-
essarily sex discrimination, those cases 
were about employment. While I would 
expect that any administration would 
now take a long, hard look at its 
wrong-headed efforts—based on the 
legal arguments that the Supreme 
Court has just rejected—to write 
LGBTQ people out of sex discrimina-
tion protections in education, 
healthcare, and other areas, I do not 
have confidence that this administra-
tion is going to do so. 

There are areas of Federal civil 
rights law, such as those governing 
public accommodations and Federal fi-
nancial assistance, which don’t even 
yet prohibit discrimination based on 
sex. That is why the Senate must take 
up and pass the Equality Act. Senators 
MERKLEY, COLLINS, BOOKER, and I in-
troduced this bipartisan measure to en-
sure that LGBTQ people have the same 
nondiscrimination protections as other 
Americans by adding sexual orienta-
tion and gender identity alongside all 
protected characteristics, such as race 
and religion, to existing Federal laws. 
It would ban discrimination in a host 
of areas, including housing, public ac-
commodations, jury service, access to 
credit and Federal funding, as well as 
employment. 

The bill would also strengthen our 
civil rights laws by adding protections 
against sex discrimination to the Fed-
eral laws where they have not been in-
cluded previously, including those ad-
dressing public accommodations and 
Federal funding. 

More than a year ago, a bipartisan 
majority of the House of Representa-
tives passed the Equality Act. Unfortu-
nately, like so many other pieces of 
legislation that would improve the 
lives of the American people, it has 
been ignored by the Senate majority 
leader and placed in his legislative 
graveyard. 

The Equality Act cannot be ignored 
any longer by the Senate, and LGBTQ 
people should not have to wait any 
longer to enjoy the full protections of 
our Nation’s civil rights laws. 

I urge the Senate to build on the Su-
preme Court’s decision and act today 
to bring our Nation closer to the prom-
ise of equality by passing the Equality 
Act. 

Finally, I want to close by acknowl-
edging the extraordinary moment in 
which our Nation finds itself today. 
Thousands upon thousands are de-
manding the country confront racial 
injustices and systemic racism. They 
rightfully call for change, and they 
righteously call for change, and it is 
my hope that Congress will take an im-
portant step in righting some of those 
wrongs by passing the Justice in Polic-
ing Act of 2020 without delay. 

We must do so much more, and today 
I am keenly aware of the Black and 
Brown LGBTQ people who experience 
discrimination and injustice in this 
country—not just because of sexual 
orientation or gender identity but also 
because of race or ethnicity. 

As we approach another anniversary 
of the Stonewall riots that sparked the 
modern LGBTQ movement for equal-
ity, I am also mindful of the leadership 
of Marsha P. Johnson and Sylvia Ri-
vera, transgender women of color, in 
that historic moment. I hope the brave, 
courageous legacy of these leaders and 
the urgent needs of Black and Brown 
LGBTQ people would inspire us to take 
another step to strengthen the civil 
rights for all Americans and pass the 
Equality Act. 

I now yield to my colleague from 
Michigan, Senator STABENOW. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first 
of all, I want to thank my wonderful 
colleagues for their leadership, Senator 
MERKLEY and Senator BALDWIN, for not 
just being on the floor today and 
speaking out but speaking out every 
day for introducing the Equality Act, 
of which I am very proud to be a co-
sponsor, and for continually standing 
up for the rights of all Americans. 

In 2013, a Michigan funeral director 
wrote a letter. It said: 

What I must tell you is very difficult for 
me and is taking all the courage I can mus-
ter. I felt imprisoned in a body that does not 
match my mind, and this has caused me 
great despair and loneliness. 

She told her coworkers, from now on, 
she was choosing to live her truth; 
from now on, she would be living and 
working as a woman. Unfortunately, 
she paid dearly for her courage, and 2 
weeks later she was fired. 

That woman was Aimee Stephens of 
Redford, MI. 

This week, Aimee’s courage literally 
changed history—literally changed his-
tory. In a 6-to-3 decision, the Supreme 
Court ruled that what happened to 
Aimee was illegal. It was illegal. Pe-
riod. Employers cannot fire or other-
wise discriminate against employees 
simply because of who they are or 
whom they love. Period. 

Sadly, Aimee didn’t get to celebrate 
the landmark victory, and we all wish 
she were here right now to be able to 
join and lead the celebration. She died 
last month at age 59. She will go down 
in history as someone who took a stand 
for equality, for basic fairness, and 
made our Nation a better place. So 
many people have joined her in this 
fight, getting to this victory. 

It is now time to further honor her 
courage and the courage of so many 
others by passing the Equality Act, and 
we can do it today. That is the good 
news. Right now, on the floor today, we 
can do that together. What a great way 
to end this week; this month of June, 
this Pride Month. What a great way 
this would be. 

The Equality Act is pretty simple. It 
protects people against discrimination 
based on sexual orientation or gender 
identity in all aspects of their lives. 
Unfortunately, this legislation, as my 
colleagues have said, which has already 
passed the House, has been sitting on 
MITCH MCCONNELL’s desk gathering 
dust for nearly 400 days—400 days since 
the House of Representatives took ac-
tion. It is time to shake off that dust 
and get this thing done for Aimee and 
for everyone who has fought alongside 
her and continues to fight today to 
make our Nation a more equitable 
place. 

Now, our Republican colleagues, how-
ever, are more interested in pushing 
through extremist judges who have no 
interest in LGBTQ equality. 

Later today and next week, we will 
be voting on two judicial nomina-
tions—Justin Walker and Cory Wilson. 
It is, frankly, insulting that these two 
nominations are even coming to the 
floor—insulting to the American people 
that they are coming to the floor. 

Justin Walker’s nomination is op-
posed by 275 outside groups, including 
the Leadership Conference on Civil and 
Human Rights and the National Center 
for Transgender Equality. 

As for Cory Wilson, he supports H.B. 
1523, the so-called Protecting Freedom 
of Conscience from Government Dis-
crimination Act, and that would give 
broad permission for people and busi-
nesses to deny services to people based 
on sexual orientation and gender iden-
tity. 

Both of these nominees—both of 
them would overturn the Affordable 
Care Act, which has made lifesaving 
differences for so many members of the 
LGBTQ community and Americans all 
across our country. 

Justin Walker wants the courts to 
throw out the entire Affordable Care 
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Act, including protections for people 
with preexisting conditions. He called 
the Supreme Court decision upholding 
the ACA ‘‘indefensible and cata-
strophic.’’ 

Millions of people get their 
healthcare through the Affordable Care 
Act. Everyone who has an insurance 
policy is able to do that and get cov-
ered, even if they have a preexisting 
condition, because of the Affordable 
Care Act. 

Cory Wilson used even more colorful 
language. He called the law ‘‘illegit-
imate and perverse.’’ Providing people 
healthcare he thinks is perverse, and 
this is somebody the Republicans are 
going to put on the court. 

He even opposed expanding Medicaid 
coverage in Mississippi, a change that 
would literally save lives in the middle 
of a pandemic. 

We know what we need to do because 
Aimee showed us. We need to pass the 
Equality Act now—today. We can do 
that today. Wouldn’t that be wonder-
ful, on a bipartisan basis, to pass this 
today? 

We need to vote no on two judicial 
nominees who are far out of step with 
the basic American ideals of equality 
and fairness. 

Aimee Stevens was courageous. Four 
hundred days is way too long for mil-
lions of Americans to wait for the U.S. 
Senate to step up and do its job. It is 
time for all of us to truly stand up for 
equality for the LGBTQ community 
and set the foundation that we believe 
in equality for all Americans. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before 

she leaves, another good idea from Sen-
ator STABENOW—pass the Equality Act 
today. Too logical, I guess, but it is an-
other good idea, and I thank my col-
league for it. 

I also want to commend my partner 
from Oregon, Senator MERKLEY, who 
has been leading this fight for years 
now. Wisconsin often partners with Or-
egon, going all the way back to our 
shared ownership of Wayne Morris. I 
just want to thank my colleagues for 
the great work they have been doing 
and just take a couple of minutes to 
talk about my pride in standing with 
them to fight for the passage of the 
Equality Act. 

We have come together during the 
middle of Pride Month. In 2020, with 
the pandemic continuing to spread, 
Pride Month looks a little different 
than it has in the past—no parades, 
smaller celebrations—but it still has 
been a historic month when it comes to 
LGBTQ rights, perhaps more so than 
any other since marriage equality be-
came the law of the land in June 2015. 

A few days ago, the Supreme Court 
ruled that the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
protects LGBTQ Americans against 
discrimination in the workplace. The 
majority said an employer who fires an 
individual merely for being gay or 
transgender defies the law. 

Now, this ruling was a little bit of a 
surprise. I mean, it was absolutely cor-
rect in that it recognized that the law 
offered equal protection for LGBTQ 
Americans—a fact that should never 
have been in doubt. 

I also want to say on the floor today 
we are going to have to continue to be 
on guard that this administration’s 
judges will use the approach underpin-
ning this ruling as cover to strip equal 
protection from other people in future 
rulings. 

When you get the wrong approach re-
sulting in the correct ruling, we have 
to be vigilant—vigilant, vigilant, and 
more vigilant in fighting for the cor-
rect results again and again and again. 

The ruling came just a few days after 
the Trump administration tried to 
take America in exactly a different di-
rection, announcing that it was green- 
lighting healthcare discrimination 
against transgender Americans—an 
ugly, shameful action to take. How 
cruel that the administration actually 
said: We are going to announce this 
during Pride Month. We are actually 
going to use Pride Month to be cruel. 

It was a reminder to a lot of people 
that the fight for LGBTQ rights didn’t 
end with the victory on marriage 
equality. For every landmark ruling 
that moves the cause forward, there is 
somebody like Donald Trump, who is 
always looking to see if they can drag 
the Nation back to the days when dis-
crimination was business as usual. 

Until Monday’s ruling, employers in 
more than half the States were allowed 
to fire employees for their sexual ori-
entation or their gender identity. That 
was in more than half the States, but 
that injustice is now a thing of the 
past. 

We can’t count on this week’s Su-
preme Court ruling against workplace 
discrimination to bring on the end of 
discrimination in other parts of life in 
our country. The Senate can’t wait for 
any other court cases to move forward 
before we take real action on this floor. 
That is why my colleagues and I are 
here today. We want to call for the im-
mediate passage of the Equality Act. If 
discrimination against LGBTQ Ameri-
cans is illegal in the workplace, then it 
is illegal in housing; it is illegal in edu-
cation; it is illegal in public services 
and more. That is what the Equality 
Act is all about. It is about recognizing 
the dignity and the humanity of 
LGBTQ Americans, and, most impor-
tantly, enshrining it into the law. It is 
the next step that will move the cause 
forward, and there is bipartisan legisla-
tion that reflects the will of an over-
whelming majority of the American 
people. The Senate ought to come to-
gether and pass it now. 

Justice Kennedy wrote—and I will 
close with this because it sums up what 
is in my heart today, ‘‘The Constitu-
tion promises liberty to all within its 
reach.’’ 

There is much to be done on deliv-
ering on that promise outlined by Jus-
tice Kennedy. So we are going to be 

back here on the floor of the Senate, 
fighting for the passage of the Equality 
Act. Senator STABENOW was spot on. 
We ought to have done it today, and we 
are just going to be back here again 
and again and again in the weeks and 
months ahead until we have that prom-
ise of equality in every corner of the 
land. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I want 

to thank my colleagues from Oregon, 
Senator WYDEN, for his remarks; Sen-
ator MERKLEY, for his leadership on the 
bill; and Senator BALDWIN from Wis-
consin, for her extraordinary leader-
ship and service to our country. 

It is a great privilege to be here 
today. My friend CORY BOOKER from 
New Jersey has been fighting for these 
issues for his whole career. Who knows, 
as I know, that anyone who studied the 
history of our democracy knows it has 
always been hard to make progress. 
This struggle has always been a battle 
of our highest ideals and our worst in-
stincts as a country. 

It has been true since our founding, 
when the same people who wrote that 
‘‘all men are created equal’’ also per-
petuated human slavery and denied 
equality to so many others. In fact, I 
don’t think it is too much to say that 
our history is a story of our struggle 
with that contradiction between the 
promise of equality and the reality of 
inequality in America—between our 
highest ideals and our worst instincts. 
We struggle with that today. 

Since he took office, over and over, 
President Trump has called on our 
worst instincts in almost everything he 
has done, including his attacks on ac-
cess to healthcare, housing, and edu-
cation for LGBTQ Americans. 

Just last week, he went out of his 
way to strip transgender Americans of 
their access to healthcare, but just as 
President Trump was depriving hard- 
won rights, dragging us backward 
again, in Colorado, on the very same 
day, our State legislature passed a law 
to make it harder to wage violence 
against LGBTQ people in my State. 

And listen to this: The vote was 63 to 
1 in the Colorado House. It was 35 to 0 
in the Colorado Senate. 

Notwithstanding President Trump’s 
anti-civil rights, anti-civil liberties 
agenda, in Colorado—a Western State, 
a purple State—Republican and Demo-
cratic elected officials, in their legisla-
tive season, are fighting for our highest 
ideals and rejecting our worst in-
stincts. 

In fact, my State passed our version 
of the Equality Act over a decade ago. 
It is why we banned conversion therapy 
and passed Jude’s Law, which makes it 
is easier for transgender Americans to 
change their name and government 
documents. It is how we have elected 
our State’s first openly gay Governor, 
Jared Polis, and our first transgender 
State legislator, Brianna Titone. It is 
why we were one of the first States in 
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America, I say to my college from New 
Jersey, to pass real accountability for 
police brutality with a bill led by Les-
lie Herod—Colorado’s first LGBTQ 
State legislator of color. This week, we 
passed that bill 52 to 13 in the House 
and 32 to 2 in the Senate. It contains 
many of the same reforms that Senator 
BOOKER and Senator HARRIS are lead-
ing on here. 

So I am here to tell you that there 
are more and more in Colorado and in 
the country who understand what 
equality has come to mean in America 
and how to resolve some of these con-
tradictions in the year 2020, and, this 
week, even the U.S. Supreme Court 
seems to understand it. 

Just in the last week, a Republican- 
appointed Justice rejected Donald 
Trump’s arguments and wrote for a 
majority of the Court, affirming equal-
ity for LGBTQ Americans. Then, this 
morning, the Court overturned Presi-
dent Trump’s malicious attack on 
Dreamers, reaffirming the rule of law 
and, for the moment, protecting three- 
quarters of a million people who know 
no other country but the United States 
of America. 

Now it is time for the Senate to do 
our work, finally, and pass the Equal-
ity Act. The House passed the Equality 
Act 13 months ago, and we have not 
acted in our typical fashion. That is 
another 13 months when LGBTQ Amer-
icans could get married on a Sunday 
and be fired on Monday, another 13 
months when our neighbors could be 
denied housing, denied healthcare or be 
turned out of a store because of who 
they are. 

Americans understand that no good 
comes from hoarding freedoms and 
equality. When we take the opposite 
view, we act against our traditions. As 
a nation, we will never flourish if we 
choose to depend on a permanent 
underclass that is deprived of some or 
all of the rights and freedoms others 
enjoy. Free people do not remain free 
by denying freedom to others. We 
should vote on the Equality Act and 
pass it today. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

join my colleagues today, in the middle 
of Pride Month, to celebrate the Su-
preme Court’s landmark decision this 
week in Bostock v. Clayton County, 
protecting LGBTQ rights and pro-
tecting people from discrimination in 
the workplace, and to urge all of our 
colleagues to secure and extend those 
protections by passing the Equality 
Act. 

Something else big happened in the 
Supreme Court, and that was today, 
with the Supreme Court’s decision on 
DACA, on Dreamers—allowing them to 
stay in this country and asking the ad-
ministration to open up the application 
process for citizenship. That is relevant 
because it is about civil rights, but it is 
also relevant because the Supreme 
Court—this conservative Court—has 

had to step in because this body has 
not been doing what it should have 
been: passing the Equality Act and 
passing comprehensive immigration re-
form. So let us remember that as we 
celebrate the decision in the Bostock 
case and as we move toward equality. 

I thank Senators MERKLEY, BALDWIN, 
and BOOKER for their leadership on this 
important bill and for bringing us to-
gether today. 

Over the last few decades, we have 
made progress in the fight for equality. 
We have stood up for what is right, and 
we have worked hard to make this a 
country in which people can safely, 
proudly, and legally love whom they 
love. It was not long ago when a person 
could be prosecuted for being gay and 
when don’t ask, don’t tell was the law 
of the land—when I came to the U.S. 
Senate—and when States were per-
mitted to deny LGBTQ couples the 
right to get married under the Defense 
of Marriage Act. 

This week, our country took an im-
portant step forward with the Supreme 
Court’s decision that recognizes that 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which pro-
hibits employers from firing employees 
because of sex, protects LGBTQ people 
in the workplace. 

We can celebrate today that justice 
was delivered for Aimee Stephens, who 
was fired when she informed her em-
ployer that she was transgender, and 
for Donald Zarda and Gerald Bostock, 
who were fired when their employers 
learned they were gay. 

But, of course, this is more than 
about three people. As Mr. Bostock 
said, ‘‘This fight became about so much 
more than me.’’ Their courage to stand 
up in the face of injustice will forever 
change this country for millions of 
LGBTQ people and their families, and 
it makes our country a more just na-
tion. 

Although the Court’s decision is a 
landmark victory, we still have miles 
to go because it is not right when the 
Commander in Chief tells brave 
transgender Americans who want to 
serve and protect our country in our 
military that they are not welcome; it 
is not right when this administration 
is trying to take away the hard-won 
rights of LGBTQ people in healthcare 
and education; and it is not right that 
you can drive across the United States 
on a cross-country trip and find that 
the laws and protections could be dif-
ferent at every rest stop. 

That is why I was proud to cosponsor, 
on the day it was introduced, the bipar-
tisan Equality Act with my colleagues 
who are here today, and it is why I am 
calling on our colleagues across the 
aisle to pass this bill. 

This bill, which already passed the 
House by a vote of 236 to 173, will go a 
long way in protecting LGBTQ Ameri-
cans from discrimination. The Equality 
Act would build on the Supreme 
Court’s decision and make non-
discrimination protections consistent 
and explicit. It would amend laws like 
the Civil Rights Act, the Fair Housing 

Act, the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, 
and Federal employment laws to en-
sure that all Americans, regardless of 
their sexual orientation or gender iden-
tity, have equal access to housing, edu-
cation, and federally funded programs. 

We should not wait any longer to ex-
tend these protections, for nearly two- 
thirds of LGBTQ Americans report ex-
periencing discrimination in their per-
sonal lives. These problems are com-
pounded by race and income, especially 
for trans women of color. Yet it has 
been over 1 year since this bill passed 
the House. 

In 2000, when I was the county attor-
ney in our largest county in Min-
nesota, I was invited to the White 
House to introduce President Bill Clin-
ton at an event to urge the passage of 
hate crimes legislation. We had had an 
African-American young man who had 
been shot by a guy who had said that 
he had wanted to go out and kill some-
one on Martin Luther King Day. That 
happened. We had had an employee who 
had gotten beaten with a board by the 
foreman at his workplace for his sim-
ply speaking Spanish. I had taken on a 
number of these crimes, so I had been 
invited by the President to urge Con-
gress to pass the Matthew Shepard 
hate crimes legislation, which covered 
a wide range of hate crimes. 

During that event at the White 
House—my first time ever there—I got 
to meet the investigators in the Mat-
thew Shepard case. They were these 
two burly cops from Wyoming, and 
they talked about the fact that until 
that investigation—I think Senator 
BALDWIN is nodding her head and has 
probably met them as well—they really 
hadn’t thought about what Matthew 
Shepard’s life was like or the lives of 
other LGBTQ people. Then, as they 
started to investigate what had hap-
pened—and we all remember how he 
was left hanging on a fence post, and 
the first people who saw him thought 
he was a scarecrow—these investiga-
tors, these police officers, got to know 
the family and the case. They got to 
know his mom, and they got to know 
his friends. During the course of their 
investigation, as they began to under-
stand what life was like for Matthew 
Shepard, their own lives were changed. 

I think this is happening right now 
around this country after the murder 
of George Floyd in my State, and I 
know it has been happening when it 
comes to our LGBTQ community. That 
is why, on that day way back, we were 
in the White House to introduce that 
bill. Nearly 10 years after that event at 
the White House, during my first year 
as a U.S. Senator, I got to be one of the 
deciding votes to finally pass that hate 
crimes bill. 

So I say to my colleagues who are 
fighting for justice, who are fighting 
for justice in policing, who are fighting 
for justice in our LGBTQ community, 
who are fighting for justice for our im-
migrants, the change will happen, but 
we can’t wait 10 years for this change 
to happen. The people of this country 
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are demanding that it happen now. We 
need to come together and finally pass 
the Equality Act and do all of these 
other good things that are right here, 
that are right on our desks. We should 
do them immediately—not next year— 
and not wait. Now. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleagues who are here and for all 
of the work that has been done around 
the Equality Act, not just here in the 
Senate but also in the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

I want to make this very clear. You 
look at history, and you see that the 
fundamental equality of all Americans 
has been denied for so many genera-
tions—for women who fought for equal-
ity under the law and the right to vote; 
for African Americans, who fought for 
equality under the law. We have seen 
from our founding they have struggled 
to make real the promise of this Na-
tion—a promise of an ideal that we are 
all equal under the law. 

Our Founders—these imperfect 
geniuses—enshrined these ideals. This 
Nation was not founded in perfection 
but in aspiration. The very Founders 
themselves referred to Native Ameri-
cans as savages. They talked about 
women as not being equal citizens. 
They denied African Americans full 
and equal citizenship. Yet these aspira-
tional documents were so profound 
that every generation of Americans has 
called to our founding ideals to over-
come the inequality that has been in-
herent in our country. 

Susan B. Anthony called to the 
founding documents for her equality 
and the equality of women. Martin Lu-
ther King, on The Mall, called to that 
check—to that promissory note—that 
it was time. Yet here we are, in the 
year 2020, still calling for the full 
equality of all American citizens when 
it comes to lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgender Americans. 

I think back to my own family—to 
my grandparents and great-grand-
mother—who talked about the excuses 
that were used to deny them equality. 
There were religious excuses. I am a 
big believer in religious freedom, but 
people sought to deny Blacks and 
Whites from marrying. In fact, when 
Loving v. Virginia passed, the majority 
of Americans were still against inter-
racial marriage in this country. Some-
how, people were using religion as a 
shield from establishing the funda-
mental ideals of this country. We over-
came that. 

These types of reasons were given for 
the dehumanizing treatment of Native 
Americans, and these kinds of excuses 
were used to justify the segregation of 
African Americans. In every genera-
tion, we fought and we struggled and 
we came together—multiracial, multi-
ethnic, diverse coalitions—to overcome 
this. 

This week, I was so grateful to see 
the decision of the Supreme Court, but 

I was of mixed feelings about it. Why 
would it take an action of the Supreme 
Court to justify what already is—equal 
humanity? equal dignity? Why would it 
take so long for a country to say: ‘‘In 
this Nation, a majority of States can-
not discriminate against you. You can-
not be fired just because of who you 
are’’? 

I hear the echoes of my own ancestry 
growing up in a country in which chil-
dren were told and saw clearly before 
them laws enshrined that were bigoted 
and biased; that they were not equal 
citizens, and even though, when we 
stand up in our grade schools, we have 
to say those words ‘‘liberty and justice 
for all,’’ what does it mean to a child 
who is denied those things? 

I see us in a country now in which we 
are raising children who are in danger. 
LGBTQ kids are almost five times as 
likely as their straight peers to at-
tempt suicide. LGBTQ kids—about 30 
percent—admit to missing school be-
cause of being in fear for their safety. 
This is in America in 2020. Black trans 
women are dying at unacceptable, un-
conscionable rates. I say dying. They 
are being murdered. There have been 15 
transgender or gender nonconforming 
people who have been murdered, and 
last week alone, two transgender 
women were killed—Dominique Fells 
and Riah Milton. 

We have work to do in this country 
to establish the fundamental ideals 
that have been said from the founding 
of this country that we will all be 
equal under the law, the fundamental 
ideals from the founding of this coun-
try that we are a nation of liberty and 
justice for all. 

Here we are at the crossroads of his-
tory, forcing our fellow Americans to 
come and ask for what is fundamen-
tally theirs already—equal dignity, 
equal rights. The Equality Act is too 
late already. It is too late to do what 
was preordained by the very founding 
of this Nation. We are too late already 
to save the lives of children who have 
been forced to live in a nation that 
doesn’t recognize their equal dignity. 
We are too late already to protect the 
shame of people who have been fired 
just because they are gay, who have 
been denied accommodation just be-
cause they are gay—the humiliation of 
which, I dare say, so many in this body 
know from their families’ stories. 

So we come here to the floor to ask 
for what is overdue, to ask for us to es-
tablish in law what is true in the spirit 
of this Nation, and to echo the words of 
our ancestors, great suffragettes, great 
civil rights leaders, great Native Amer-
icans, who have all come to this Cap-
itol to say: This is who we are—equal 
citizens under the law. 

To my colleagues who are with me 
today, I tell you that, no matter what 
happens with this unanimous consent, 
justice will come to this country. No 
matter who stands against this Equal-
ity Act, they stand on the wrong side 
of history, on the arc of the moral uni-
verse, but it bends toward justice. Well, 

it never bends automatically. We need 
some arc benders. For too many people 
in this country, justice delayed is jus-
tice denied. So we will not give up. We 
will not yield. We will not equivocate. 
We will not retreat. This will become 
the law of the land. 

We have made some steps in the right 
direction of justice, but we are still in 
the foothills. We have a mountain to 
climb, but I know we will make it to 
the mountaintop. I know that this Na-
tion will fulfill its promise to all of its 
people and, indeed, become the prom-
ised land. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate the powerful words, the pas-
sionate delivery of stories on the de-
fense of freedom, the defense of equal-
ity, the advance of justice, and the 
presentations of my colleagues from 
Wisconsin and Michigan, my partner 
from Oregon, my friend from Colorado, 
the Senator from Minnesota, and Sen-
ator BOOKER from New Jersey. Their 
words speak to the heart of what our 
Nation is about—equality, opportunity, 
justice, and freedom. 

I will, therefore, ask that we bring 
this bill about equality to the floor, 
that we go forward in the great tradi-
tion of this Chamber and this Senate to 
debate issues that involve the oppor-
tunity for every individual to thrive in 
our Nation. Time and again, we have 
held those debates before. We held 
them in 2013 on the Employment Non- 
Discrimination Act. 

Now, I understand some colleagues 
have come to the floor to object to this 
Senate’s entertaining such an impor-
tant debate. They have come to the 
floor to obstruct the opportunity of 
this Chamber to engage in a dialogue 
on this important issue—so violent to 
the life of millions of Americans. I ask 
them to reconsider. 

Have the courage to debate this issue 
on the floor—to bring, in the great tra-
dition of this country, an issue violent 
to freedom to be considered here. 

One colleague responded to the Su-
preme Court’s decision on employment 
nondiscrimination earlier this week by 
saying: This judicial rewriting of our 
law short-circuited the legislative 
process and the authority of the elec-
torate. Well, let no Member of the Sen-
ate today short circuit the legislative 
process by objecting to this important 
debate on the floor of the Senate. 

On behalf of equality and oppor-
tunity and freedom, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Judiciary Committee 
be discharged from further consider-
ation of H.R. 5 and the Senate proceed 
to its immediate consideration. Fur-
ther, that the bill be considered read a 
third time and passed and that the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FISCHER). Is there objection? 

The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. LEE. Madam President, I am re-

serving the right to object. 
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There is a single thread that runs 

through the Supreme Court’s decision 
in the Bostock case earlier this week 
and all the way through the legislation 
now under discussion on the Senate 
floor, and that principle deals with 
nondiscrimination. It is a principle 
that, as Americans, we believe that 
people shouldn’t be treated differently 
on the basis of factors, characteristics, 
and traits that have nothing to do with 
their job. I think most Americans can 
agree with that, and I think most 
Americans can agree that an individual 
shouldn’t face such discrimination in 
the workplace based on his or her sex-
ual orientation. 

The important thing that we have to 
remember is that much of where the 
law is found and much of what we can 
perceive from a position of justice and 
equality and fairness relates to where 
the exceptions are found. I have got 
two principal concerns with this legis-
lation that are also shared by the 
Bostock ruling. The first relates to ex-
ceptions related to religious employ-
ers. 

Neither the Bostock decision nor the 
Equality Act takes the care to ensure 
that religious employers will be treat-
ed fairly under this approach. We need 
to be mindful of the need of a religious 
employer to maintain its doctrine and 
its teachings, not only in the hiring of 
its ministers but also in the hiring of 
other people who worked toward mov-
ing forward that religious institution’s 
teachings in the way they live their 
lives, in their beliefs, and in their will-
ingness to teach those things to others. 
This legislation doesn’t do that. I 
think any legislation that we move for-
ward on this needs to have it. 

Secondly, neither this legislation nor 
the Bostock decision takes into ac-
count some significant distinctions be-
tween sexual orientation on the one 
hand and gender identity on the other. 

In the case of gender identity, the 
law needs to take into account certain 
questions regarding what impact the 
law might have on girls and women’s 
restrooms and locker rooms, girls and 
women’s athletics, and single-sex safe 
places for people who are, for example, 
the victims of domestic or sexual 
abuse. This law, like the Bostock deci-
sion, doesn’t operate with a lot of pre-
cision and sort of takes a meat cleaver 
to the issue without taking into ac-
count exceptions for religious entities 
and distinctions between sexual ori-
entation and gender identity. On that 
basis, I have concerns. 

Knowing that I have some colleagues 
who want to speak to this issue, I de-
cline to object as of this moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, I would just 
like to observe that it was just over 20 
years ago that this Chamber and the 
analog Chamber across the way in the 
House of Representatives passed al-
most unanimously a statute called the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act. It 

was sponsored in the House by then- 
Representative SCHUMER, and it was 
sponsored in this Chamber by Senator 
Edward Kennedy, and signed by Presi-
dent Bill Clinton into law, who, upon 
its signing, referred to religious liberty 
as our first freedom—those are his 
words—and he later pointed to the Re-
ligious Freedom Restoration Act as 
one of his proudest accomplishments as 
President of the United States. Its co-
sponsors in this body included Senators 
FEINSTEIN and MURRAY and LEAHY. It 
was bipartisan is my point, to put it 
mildly. 

Yet, today, this short time on the 
legislation that is offered on this floor 
now, that has not gone through the 
normal process of committee referral, 
debate on the floor but would be passed 
now, without any further discussion, 
guts key provisions of the Religious 
Freedom Restoration Act. This is com-
ing on the heels of a Supreme Court de-
cision just 2 days ago that rewrites en-
tire statutes in American law and in 
its 33 pages has nearly nothing to say 
about religious liberty or religious be-
lievers in this country. In fact, the 
only thing that the opinion does say of 
any consequence is this: 

How [the courts’] . . . doctrines protecting 
religious liberty interact with Title VII [as 
rewritten by the court] are questions for fu-
ture cases. 

Now, I respect, very much, my col-
leagues across the aisle and their pas-
sion for this issue and their sincerity 
in this cause. I would only ask that the 
rights of well-meaning, sincere reli-
gious believers not be steamrolled and 
overlooked and shifted to the side as 
part of this process. We should be able 
to come together and stand together in 
the effort to see all people be given 
their constitutional rights and have 
their constitutional rights protected. 

The effects of this bill is forcing tax-
payers to pay for abortions, forcing 
doctors and nurses to perform abor-
tions against their will, and forcing 
faith-based hospitals and clinics to per-
form abortions. H.R. 5, this bill here, 
would supersede existing restrictions 
on abortion, including funding, includ-
ing health and safety standards, and 
other regulations that the States have 
passed. 

It would force faith-based adoption 
agencies, some of which have been 
helping birth mothers find a safe and 
loving and permanent home for more 
than 100 years—it would force them out 
of business. It would coerce those who 
don’t want to speak or who hold dif-
ferent beliefs into adopting this set of 
practices and principles and beliefs at 
work—these doctors, these nurses, and 
these faith-based agencies. 

I submit to you that this is not the 
way to find consensus in America. This 
shunting aside of the constitutional 
rights of sincere, well-meaning people 
of faith is not the way to proceed. This 
gutting of the Religious Freedom Act— 
and I say that because H.R. 5 explicitly 
carves out of the Religious Freedom 
Act, it explicitly carves out of its safe-

ty provisions all of those requirements 
I just mentioned. It rolls back the lib-
erties afforded to people of faith—all 
faiths, by the way. One of the beauties 
of the Religious Freedom Restoration 
Act is that it covers people of all 
faiths, any faith, and this bill would 
roll those protections back. It would do 
it without the chance for debate. It 
would do it outside of our normal pro-
cedures. 

For those reasons, I express these 
reservations. Again, I thank my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
for their work on this issue, their pas-
sion for this cause, and their sincerity 
in what they believe. I hope that we 
might find a better way to go forward 
together, but I do not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Madam President, I 
am reserving the right to object. No 
person should be discriminated against 
in America. No one. It is a basic con-
stitutional principle. We are all equal 
under the law, all of us. We have dif-
ferent ideas about music and food. We 
have different ideas about sexuality. 
We have different ideas about occupa-
tions. We have different skin colors. We 
are the tapestry that we talk about, 
and we are working to make a more 
perfect Union. I absolutely believe that 
no person should be discriminated 
against in America. 

The Equality Act doesn’t just make 
everything equal, though. It has a 
great title. Who can oppose equality? 
No one. It is a basic principle of Amer-
ican values. We don’t oppose equality, 
but we do oppose when, through legis-
lation, you take the rights of one and 
dismiss the rights of others and say: 
Your rights don’t count, only this 
group counts, and only this person 
counts. We, in America, have tried to 
work together, in all of our differences, 
for over two centuries, to learn better 
how to hear the rights of another one, 
to accommodate, and to find those 
spots where the rights of two individ-
uals collide and to work it out among 
each other. The Equality Act does not 
do that. I wish it did. It changes things 
dramatically. 

Let me just give you a few examples. 
It reaches into high school sports and 
says for male and female sports, that 
individuals’ sexual orientation and 
gender identity can move between 
those. There is no standard for testos-
terone. There is no standard for mov-
ing through transition surgery. There 
is no standard at all set on it. It opens 
it up for any male—biological male—to 
step into female sports on the high 
school level or in the college level or in 
the pro-athlete level and be able to 
move into that sport. That grossly dis-
advantages girls in sports, but their 
rights are denied. 

We have already seen this in several 
States where State record holders for 
track, for instance—someone who was 
a biological male competing in wom-
en’s athletics denying the other girls 
who were competing in that from op-
portunities for scholarships to college, 
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to be able to move on to other ath-
letics. Their rights were ignored be-
cause these rights were prioritized. 

In adoptions, we need more adoption 
areas. We need more foster care in 
America, not less. The Equality Act 
says that if you are a faith-based adop-
tion agency that only places children 
in a home where there is a mom and 
dad there, then you either have to 
change your faith or close. You have no 
other option. The Equality Act says to 
that institution: I would rather have 
fewer adoption agencies in America 
than have you open. 

That is not protecting the rights of 
all Americans. That is not learning 
how to accommodate together. Why 
can’t we have adoption agencies that 
do adoptions in LGBT homes and some 
that do adoptions that don’t? Why 
can’t we have both? Why can’t we ac-
commodate both? The Equality Act 
does not allow that. 

The Equality Act treats every job in 
America exactly the same and says 
that an individual who is qualified for 
that job should be able to take that 
job, regardless of any issue. Let me 
give you a first example of that. 

If you have an individual going 
through TSA—and what a lovely expe-
rience that is for all of us—this Equal-
ity Act would say: When your alarm 
goes off and you have to get the full- 
body pat-down, a transgender indi-
vidual could be your TSA person giving 
you the full-body pat-down. They 
would be required to not prohibit that. 

Now, for some people, they would be 
like: I don’t care. It is a pat-down. I 
don’t care. For other people, it would 
be like—there is a reason why TSA has 
done pat-downs of a man for a man and 
a woman for a woman because there 
are many people uncomfortable with 
someone of an opposite gender who 
does that to them. They just are. 
Maybe you call them prudes, but we 
have honored their rights. The Equal-
ity Act does not. It ignores their rights 
and says that you no longer have the 
right to disagree with this, and you 
have to just accept it. 

It also dramatically changes hiring 
in America in a way that is unexplored. 
There is a reason we send bills through 
committee, not just bring them to the 
floor and demand that they pass on the 
same day they land on the floor with-
out going through committee. There is 
a reason we do that—because this bill 
changes the way hiring is done in 
America in a way that has not been 
tested for everyone. 

This adds a new feature to title VII, 
where it says, in title VII, that you 
can’t discriminate based on race, on 
sex—that has now been redefined, obvi-
ously, by the courts—on religion, all 
these things. It clarifies. You can’t dis-
criminate based on that. But it adds a 
new phrase on this. ‘‘Perception or be-
lief’’ is the new phrase. 

This is how that would be applied in 
courts. If I go to an interview in a job 
and I am not hired, I can sue that em-
ployer because I perceived they were 

thinking I was gay and so they didn’t 
hire me, or—because it applies to all of 
it—I could, actually, because this does 
expand this significantly, if I go in to 
get a job and I am not hired, I could 
sue them for not hiring me because I 
perceived that it was because I was a 
Christian and they didn’t hire me. I 
perceived that it was because I was 
White that they didn’t hire me. I don’t 
have to prove anything. It is based sim-
ply on my perception or belief. That is 
an untested expansion. 

Now, this term ‘‘perception or belief’’ 
is lifted right out of our hate crime 
statutes, but hate crime statutes, on 
their face, are all about the motive for 
it, and you are trying to read into a 
crime the motive for that crime. Now 
we are trying to literally read someone 
else’s mind in a hiring situation and to 
say that I perceived it, so if you don’t 
hire me, I can sue you. 

Why are we doing this? That opens up 
litigation all over the country on every 
area, not just on this issue of LGBT 
rights—on every situation and every 
hiring because it is very expansive. We 
probably should slow down and look at 
that before we open that floodgate in 
America, but this does not. 

Today is about demanding that it 
passes right away. Interestingly 
enough, as some of my colleagues have 
mentioned, the Religious Freedom Res-
toration Act is wiped away in this and 
ignored. Interestingly enough, the Su-
preme Court stated just this week that 
on this issue, Congress should apply 
this. Let me read what Justices Gins-
burg, Breyer, Sotomayor, and Kagan 
wrote this week, along with Roberts 
and Gorsuch. They said this: 

Separately, the employers fear that com-
plying with Title VII’s requirements in cases 
like ours may require some employers to 
violate their religious convictions. We are 
also deeply concerned with preserving the 
promise of the free exercise of religion en-
shrined in our Constitution; that guarantee 
lies at the heart of our pluralistic society. 

They go on to speak of we will have 
a case dealing with the Religious Free-
dom Restoration Act. The Equality 
Act, instead, says: No, never mind, Su-
preme Court. I know that you are con-
cerned about religious freedoms—Gins-
burg, Breyer, Sotomayor, Kagan, 
Gorsuch, Roberts—but never mind. 
Congress is not concerned with reli-
gious liberty like you are. 

Come on. Let’s work together. We 
don’t want anyone to be discriminated 
against—anyone. We can do this in a 
way that accommodates everyone, and 
then we can actually work toward 
agreement. 

To say it in the words of J.K. 
Rowling this past week where she 
wrote, ‘‘All I’m asking—all I want—is 
for similar empathy, similar under-
standing, to be extended to the many 
millions of women whose sole crime is 
wanting their concerns to be heard 
without receiving threats and abuse.’’ 

Let’s work together to get equality. 
This bill does not do it in this form; 
therefore, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 

am disappointed that my colleagues 
have come to the floor to stand in the 
way of a debate, in this esteemed 
Chamber, over issues of freedom, issues 
of opportunity, and issues of equality 
that affect millions of LGBTQ Ameri-
cans. 

What did we hear in their conversa-
tion? My colleague from Utah says 
there is no chance for debate. Has my 
colleague forgotten that bringing a bill 
to the floor brings it to debate? Is that 
such a lost art in the Senate that my 
colleague thinks debating a bill on the 
floor somehow squelches debate? It is a 
mystery to me how one can make the 
argument that bringing a bill to the 
floor kills debate. 

My colleague from Oklahoma la-
ments there is no committee action. 
Well, my colleague might be reminded 
that for 400 days this party has con-
trolled whether or not there is com-
mittee action on this bill; that it is the 
majority that decides whether a com-
mittee addresses the issues before it. Is 
not 400 days of inaction in committee 
an argument to have the conversation 
here as a committee of the whole? Isn’t 
that what we are asking for—a com-
mittee of the whole to debate these key 
issues? 

My colleagues have also referred to 
how somehow this bill affects religious 
rights, and I am taken back through 
the history of the conversation and 
dialogue about equality and oppor-
tunity in America, how every time we 
seek to end discrimination, someone 
says: But wait—religious rights. 

Remember that this was the argu-
ment against Black and Brown Ameri-
cans having equality here in the United 
States of America because their reli-
gion said they are not equal and they 
shouldn’t be let in the door and I 
should have the right to not let them 
in the door. 

I should have the right to discrimi-
nate. Isn’t that the conversation we 
heard around the opportunity for 
women in America to play a full role in 
our society, that people had a religious 
foundation for discriminating between 
men and women? Well, I tell you that 
this Nation, although imperfect, was 
founded on a vision that everyone is 
created equal and has a full chance to 
participate. 

We have worked over hundreds of 
years to get toward the goal that every 
child can thrive in America, no matter 
their gender, no matter the color of 
their skin, no matter if they are identi-
fied as gay, lesbian, or bisexual, no 
matter if they are transgender. That is 
the conversation we should be having 
here. 

I feel the injury of a Senate that is 
no longer a Senate, where people trem-
ble in their seats over the idea of hav-
ing a debate. What has happened to 
this esteemed body that that should be 
the case? 
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So let us not rest. For those col-

leagues across the aisle who have said 
that the Supreme Court shouldn’t have 
acted this week, that it should be the 
legislature that acts, and yet come to 
the floor and don’t argue—fail to 
argue—that we should, in fact, act, 
isn’t that obstruction of the legislative 
process? 

I would encourage my colleagues who 
say that there are important issues to 
be considered to go to their leadership 
and say ‘‘Let’s get the committee that 
has this bill, the Equality Act, to start 
doing its job: Hold the hearings; hold 
the conversation’’ because to fail to 
argue that it should be done in com-
mittee while you lament on the floor 
that the committee hasn’t acted is cer-
tainly an argument with no integrity. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3957 

Mr. BOOKER. Madam President, I 
rise today to discuss the Confederate 
monuments that are in our hallowed 
Halls of Congress. I would like to make 
a live UC request, but preceding that 
request, I want to make just a few very 
brief remarks. 

The National Statuary Hall, where 
these Confederate statues are in the 
Capitol, is intended to honor the high-
est ideals of our Nation. It is intended 
to honor the spirit of our country and 
those who exhibited this spirit with 
heroism, with courage, and with dis-
tinction. 

It is a rare honor that every State 
gets to pick two people, out of the en-
tire history of the country, who so ex-
emplify the values, the spirit, and the 
honor of America. There are only 100 
statues—just 100 statues—two from 
every State. 

Between 1901 and 1931, 12—12—Confed-
erate statues were placed in the Na-
tional Statuary Hall, that hallowed 
hall. During the vast majority of that 
same period, from 1901 through 1929, 
after a vicious period of voter suppres-
sion and violence against African- 
American voters and a stripping de 
facto of their rights, and often de jure, 
not a single African American served 
in either of the Congress. In fact, the 
exact same year the first Confederate 
statue was placed in the Capitol, 1901, 
was also the year that the last African- 
American person would serve in Con-
gress for almost 30 years—almost 70 
from just the South. 

This is a period that we don’t teach 
enough about in our country. It is a pe-
riod of untold violence of domestic ter-
rorism, of the rise of the Klan and 
other White supremacist organizations 
in which, from the late 1800s to about 
1950, literally thousands of Ameri-
cans—about 4,400 well-documented 
cases—were lynched in this country. 

We cannot separate the Confederate 
statues from this history and legacy of 
White supremacy in this country. In-
deed, in the vast history of our Nation, 
those Confederate statues represent 4 
years—roughly 4 years—of the Confed-

eracy. The entire history of our coun-
try hails as heroes people who took up 
arms against their own Nation, people 
who sought to keep and sustain that 
vile institution of slavery, who led us 
into the bloodiest war of our country’s 
history, who lost battle after battle 
until they were defeated soundly. The 
relics of that 4-plus year period, giving 
this sacred space to these traders upon 
our Nation, is not just an assault to 
the ideals of America as a whole, but 
they are a painful, insulting, difficult 
injury being compounded to so many 
American citizens who understand the 
very desire to put people who rep-
resented 4-plus years of treason, the 
very desire to put them there in an era 
of vast terrorism, was yet another at-
tempt at the suppression of some of our 
citizens in this country. 

The continued presence of these stat-
ues in the halls is an affront to African 
Americans and the ideals of our Na-
tion. When we proclaim this not just to 
be a place of liberty and justice for all, 
but as we seek to be a more beloved na-
tion, a kinder nation, a nation of equal 
respect and equal dignity, it is an as-
sault on all of those ideals. 

I would like to ask for unanimous 
consent, but before I do so, I would like 
to yield to the Democratic leader, 
CHUCK SCHUMER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
first I want to thank my dear friend, 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

Our caucus and the American people 
are lucky to have him as such a cham-
pion, not only for this proposal but for 
all of his work in recent years on legis-
lation related to police reform, racial 
justice, and so many other issues. 

In a moment, my friend will ask to 
pass a bill that will do something very 
simple and, indeed, long overdue: It 
will remove the statues here in the 
Capitol of men who would rend this 
country apart by war in order to 
strengthen, perpetuate, and extend the 
vile institution of slavery. 

There is a movement in America 
right now that demands we confront 
the poison of racism in our country. We 
must do this in many ways, both sub-
stantive and symbolic. This bill is just 
one of many steps we must take to ac-
knowledge the painful history of Amer-
ica’s original sin—slavery—and to clar-
ify for all generations that the men 
who defended it shall hold no place of 
honor in our Nation’s history books. 

States and localities are removing 
Confederate statues in their public 
parks and municipal buildings. 
NASCAR has banned the Confederate 
flag at its events. We will soon debate 
renaming military installations after 
Confederate generals. Why should the 
Capitol, of all places—a symbol of the 
Union, a place where every American is 
supposed to have representation—con-
tinue to venerate such ignoble figures? 

Opponents of the bill will say that re-
moving these statues is akin to forget-
ting or trying to erase history. No, it is 

not. Remembering history is a lot dif-
ferent than celebrating it. 

We teach history in our schools and 
universities and museums. No doubt, 
the Civil War will continue to merit 
study, but statues and memorials are 
symbols of honor, and we need not re-
serve them for men who represent such 
a dishonorable cause. 

Leader MCCONNELL has ducked this 
issue and has said that the States 
should continue to decide who to send 
to the Capitol. Candidly, I don’t think 
it would be too imposing to ask our 
States not to send statues of people 
who actively fought against this coun-
try. You know, there is a reason that 
Connecticut doesn’t send a statue of 
Benedict Arnold to the Capitol. 

We have a lot of work to do to un-
wind centuries of racial injustice em-
bedded in our laws and in our institu-
tions. One of the simplest things we 
could do is to haul out the statues of a 
few old racists who represent the very 
antithesis of the building in which we 
now stand and the ideals we struggle to 
live up to. This, my friends, is the easy 
part. 

Let us pass this bill today and send a 
message to the American people that 
we are serious about dismantling insti-
tutional racism piece by piece, brick 
by brick, statue by statue, starting 
with our own House—the people’s 
House—the Nation’s Capitol Building. 

I yield again to my colleague. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BOOKER. Madam President, as 

in legislative session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Rules Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of S. 3957 and that the Senate proceed 
to its immediate consideration. I fur-
ther ask that the bill be read a third 
time and passed and that the motion to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, re-

serving the right to object, let me say 
that we just got this bill assigned to 
the Rules Committee. The bill would 
have the effect of abandoning agree-
ments we have entered into with the 
States and the States have entered 
into with us. 

I would certainly like to have some 
time to decide if we should have a hear-
ing on this. I would like to get the 
opinion of people who are taking simi-
lar statues out of the building. I would 
also like to find out what other States 
have in mind as their part of the agree-
ment. 

The Democratic leader just said that 
States and localities are removing 
these statues. Each of these States 
would have the right to remove this 
statue, and some are. 

This is an agreement with the States. 
It goes back to 1864. By 1933, Statuary 
Hall was full, and Congress, again, au-
thorized this program by saying that 
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these statues could be placed in the 
Capitol. It took until about 2000 until 
there were 100 statues from the States. 
States are limited to two from each 
State. With 50 States, there were 100 
statues by 2000. 

At that point, the Congress passed 
another law providing a way that the 
States, for the first time, could take a 
statue out. Even in 2000, there was no 
suggestion then or before then that 
Congress would decide whether the 
statue that the State wanted to put in 
could be put into the building. 

As a matter of fact, the Presiding Of-
ficer’s State, Nebraska, just recently 
replaced Williams Jennings Bryan with 
Chief Standing Bear under the provi-
sions made to do that. 

Congress has been very prescriptive 
on how this happens. The State would 
have to pass legislation; the Governor 
would have to sign it to put a statue in 
the building; and Congress would deter-
mine only if the statue met the re-
quirements that the other statues had 
been held to. Until now, that has been 
the congressional part of this agree-
ment with the States to take a statue 
out of the collection and replace it 
with another one. My State, Missouri, 
is replacing Thomas Hart Benton with 
Harry Truman. The legislature had to 
agree what statue would go out, what 
statue would come in, and Congress 
would then accept that statue if it met 
the standards. 

Again, we can do away with that pro-
gram. We could do a lot of things. But 
we have entered into that agreement. 

The forts, as an example—and, again, 
the minority leader mentioned the 
forts. The forts are named totally by 
the Congress. I expressed my belief this 
week and last week that it would be 
absolutely appropriate, in my view, to 
review the names that the forts have 
been named after, including the forts 
that are named after Confederate mili-
tary leaders, and change those names. 
We can do that all on our own. We 
haven’t told North Carolina that a fort 
has to be named after General Bragg. 
We haven’t told Texas that a fort has 
to be named after Confederate General 
Hood. We can change those. 

I am very open to looking at that and 
likely doing that. I just think, for my 
friend from New Jersey, that this is a 
more complicated arrangement than 
activity on the floor today would sug-
gest. 

I would also point out that in 2000, 
since Congress said that you can re-
place statues with another statue—you 
have to take a statue out to put a stat-
ue in, but you can replace statues, 
eight of those statues have already 
been replaced, and eight more are in 
the process of being replaced. I think 
four or five of the statues that have 
been replaced or would be replaced 
were in the standard of the Confederate 
statues. 

I am encouraged that States are 
looking at their history, and they are 
looking at who has come since they put 
those statues in. Arkansas replaced 

Uriah Milton Rose, a Confederate stat-
ue, with Daisy Gatson Bates, a civil 
rights leader. Florida replaced Edmund 
Kirby-Smith with Mary McLeod Be-
thune, an educator, a Presidential ad-
viser, and civil rights leader. Arkansas 
is in the process of replacing one of 
these statues. 

I think that today’s action would 
violate our agreement with the States. 
I frankly thank my friend from New 
Jersey for encouraging the Governors, 
encouraging the speakers of the house 
to do what they have every right—and 
the Congress, in fact, in 2000, gave 
them the right—to do. 

The minority leader was the chair-
man of the committee that determines 
all of this just a handful of years ago 
and took no actions to do what the 
Senate is talking about doing today. 

So with that in mind, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
Mr. BOOKER. Madam President, if I 

could just respond—I know how busy 
my colleague is. He has a well-earned 
reputation on both sides of this body 
for his sincerity, for his decency, and 
for his honor. I take to heart his words 
that this is often not a good forum in 
which to try to push a piece of legisla-
tion that might have controversy on 
both sides. I understand his sincere 
concerns with that. 

I guess he also understands the sin-
cerity with which I bring this up: the 
hurt and the pain that these statues 
represent in a place where millions of 
Americans come to the Capitol and see 
this as their body. 

I say to the Senator, because there 
are complications in this and there are 
issues we would have to work through 
as a Senate, I guess the one last appeal 
to your more senior status and maybe 
your friendship is this: Will you join 
me, at least, on a letter to the appro-
priate committee, asking them to at 
least have a hearing on this issue so 
that we could have a full vetting of all 
of the complexities and have a real dis-
cussion on something that is a pressing 
concern? I note that you know it is a 
pressing concern because some States 
are already taking action. 

You see this action being taken 
across various parts of our country. 
You see this issue being pushed into 
the national consciousness. You see 
Republicans and Democrats, from 
Nikki Haley to my dear friend, the 
former mayor of New Orleans, Mayor 
Landrieu—I think it would be just and 
right that, perhaps, you and I, in a 
show of bipartisan concern and sincere 
awareness of the complexity of this 
issue, could just join—the two of us—in 
a letter asking the committee to take 
up this issue in due time so that we can 
have an appropriate discussion from all 
perspectives on this issue. 

Mr. BLUNT. If I could have the 
chance to respond here—— 

Mr. BOOKER. Of course. 
Mr. BLUNT. This bill was just as-

signed to our committee. This is a dis-
cussion that, I guess appropriately, we 

might have had before I was asked to 
come to the floor to assert the rights of 
the committee, to have the oppor-
tunity to think about that. I don’t 
know that I want to negotiate that 
right here. But as I said, and my friend 
heard just a moment ago, I would like 
to hear from the States that are re-
placing statues and I would like to 
hear from the States that are thinking 
about replacing statues if this is a 
problem in the process of, under the 
current structure, solving itself. 

I am glad to have continued discus-
sions about this. I certainly don’t im-
pugn my friend’s motives. You know, 
you can question somebody’s decision 
to maybe bring a bill this quickly to 
the floor without giving us a chance to 
talk about it, but I have no interest, 
then, in impugning my friend’s motives 
and understand some of the concerns 
my friend would have on this topic. 

Mr. BOOKER. Thank you, sir. 
If I may, I will make a personal ap-

peal for a hearing on these matters. I 
hope that we can do that in due time. 
I know the pace at which the Senate 
often works, but I am grateful for this 
open dialogue and I know you had to 
adjust your schedule so I am grateful 
for your time and generosity. 

Thank you. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
DACA 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, 8 
years ago almost to the day, President 
Obama announced the Deferred Action 
for Childhood Arrival, otherwise known 
as DACA. At the time, I remember the 
conversations a number of us had with 
President Obama, saying please give us 
a chance to work this out by passing 
appropriate legislation in the Congress. 
He heard those pleas, but in spite of 
the fact of saying numerous times he 
did not have the authority to do so, he 
proceeded to issue a memorandum that 
gave rise to the DACA program. 

Rather than rolling up our sleeves 
and working together to create lasting 
immigration policy, President Obama 
chose to do this through an Executive 
memorandum. It is that Executive 
memorandum that has made its way 
through the courts over the last 8 years 
and finally to the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Unfortunately, this is the bitter fruit 
of what President Obama did when he 
attempted to usurp Congress in a way 
to provide certainty and comfort to 
hundreds of thousands of young peo-
ple—a goal that we all share—but to do 
so in a way that ultimately created 
more harm. It sent them on a years’ 
long tumultuous journey, which is not 
over with the Supreme Court decision 
today. Basically, what the Supreme 
Court said was, under the Administra-
tive Procedure Act, he didn’t do it the 
right way, so go back and try it again 
and get it right this time. 

Well, I think these young people de-
serve better. The debate over President 
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Obama’s authority has held these indi-
viduals hostage, leaving them won-
dering if they might ultimately be de-
ported to a country they have no mem-
ory of and forced to leave their fami-
lies, their jobs, and the opportunities 
they have worked so hard to build here 
in the United States behind. 

Make no mistake about it, today the 
Supreme Court ruled that the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security didn’t fol-
low the proper procedures to rescind 
the DACA program and thus allowed 
the program to continue for now, but 
this is just a temporary measure. 
DACA recipients must have a perma-
nent legislative solution. They deserve 
nothing less. These young men and 
women have done nothing wrong. They 
came to the United States as children, 
and in America, we don’t hold children 
responsible for the mistakes of their 
parents, in this case, the mistake of 
not going through the legal immigra-
tion process. So these kids—young peo-
ple, I should say—are innocent. 

Texas is home to more than 100,000 
DACA recipients who are a vital part of 
our communities. They have grown up 
with our kids, attended the same 
churches, shopped at the same stores, 
and defended our freedoms in the U.S. 
military. Many of these young people 
are in their 30s now with careers, fami-
lies, plans, hopes and dreams of their 
own. 

So the uncertainty about their status 
and what will happen to them is no less 
terrifying for them than it would be for 
any of us. It is simply unfair for these 
young people who, again, through no 
fault of their own, find themselves in 
this situation to rely solely on an Ex-
ecutive memorandum instead of a law 
passed by Congress. I believed that 
when President Obama rejected our re-
quest to work with Congress and come 
up with a permanent solution, and I be-
lieve it now. 

I believe the Supreme Court has 
thrust upon us a unique moment and 
an opportunity. We need to take action 
and pass legislation that will unequivo-
cally allow these young men and 
women to stay in the only home in the 
only country they have ever known. 

In the past, I have supported a num-
ber of bills that would have allowed 
these individuals to remain in the 
United States without the fear of a 
court decision hanging in the balance, 
but each time, partisan disagreements 
have prevented us from turning any-
thing into law. When it comes to immi-
gration laws, Congress, on a bipartisan 
basis, never fails to fail. 

Well, I hope we can all agree, given 
this opportunity, that it is not time for 
politics as usual, but it is time to pro-
vide some certainty, some compassion, 
some support for these young men and 
women. After years of being yanked 
around from courtroom to courtroom, 
these young men and women deserve 
that certainty. They deserve to know 
that, when they apply to college, grow 
up with their families, live their lives, 
and do all the things everybody else 

wants to do, that they can do so with-
out a dark cloud hanging over their 
plans. But, as usual, in order to come 
up with any solution, it is going to 
take buy-in from the Senate, House, 
and White House. 

I have been having conversations for 
years about this topic, but most re-
cently, I have been having conversa-
tions about the most efficient and ef-
fective way to protect these young peo-
ple in the long-term, and I am willing 
to work with anyone, Republican or 
Democrat, who is interested in solving 
the problem—not grandstanding, not 
posturing, not acting like you care 
when you really don’t, elevating poli-
tics over a solution. I am not inter-
ested in that. If anyone is interested in 
solving the problem and providing sup-
port for these young people, I am all in. 

Over the years, I have engaged with 
the Texas Hispanic Chambers of Com-
merce, LULAC, Catholic bishops, and a 
number of other individuals and orga-
nizations that share my commitment 
to providing certainty for these young 
people. I hope we can come together 
and help them. These folks want noth-
ing more than to continue to be part of 
the American dream. I hope we can de-
liver. 

JUNETEENTH 
Madam President, on another mat-

ter. One of the most defining days in 
our Nation’s history was when Presi-
dent Lincoln issued the Emancipation 
Proclamation on January 1, 1863, fi-
nally freeing all slaves in Confederate 
territory, but slaves in Texas wouldn’t 
learn this life-altering news for 21⁄2 
years. 

I know it is hard for us to under-
stand. Now, we can tweet and commu-
nicate instantaneously, but it took 21⁄2 
years for slaves in the South to learn 
that they were free. That day came on 
a day we now celebrate as Juneteenth. 
That was the day that Major General 
Gordon Granger and the Union troops 
arrived in Galveston, TX, and shared 
the news to formerly enslaved people 
that they were now free. These free 
men and women set out to spread this 
news, with many traveling toward 
Houston, and eventually reaching more 
than 250,000 slaves throughout Texas. 

As we do every year, tomorrow, Tex-
ans will celebrate Juneteenth and the 
155th anniversary of the end of slavery 
in our State. It is an opportunity to re-
flect on our history, the mistakes we 
have made, but yet how far we have 
come in the fight for equality and a re-
minder of just how far we still have to 
go. That is especially true this year. 

Over the last several weeks, Ameri-
cans of all races, backgrounds, and of 
all ages have raised their voices in the 
fight against inequality and injustice 
that continues to exist in our society, 
especially those in our criminal justice 
system. As the list of Black men and 
women killed by police officers in cus-
tody grows, the calls for action are get-
ting louder and louder, as they must 
and as they should. There is a clear and 
urgent need for leaders at every level 

to come together and to deliver the 
change that we need to deliver in order 
to match up with our ideals. 

I and others have said before, slavery 
was the original sin of the United 
States of America. We said: We hold 
these truths to be self-evident, that all 
men are created equal and at the same 
time embraced a system that didn’t ac-
knowledge African Americans as being 
fully human. That was a sin. We have 
been paying a bitter price throughout 
our Nation’s history. While we have 
come a long way, we know there is 
more we need to do. 

JUSTICE ACT 
In the context of police reforms, our 

friend Senator TIM SCOTT from South 
Carolina has introduced a bill which I 
have cosponsored, as have many other 
Members of the Senate. It is called the 
JUSTICE Act, and it will reform our 
police departments to provide much- 
needed transparency and account-
ability. It takes aim at a number of 
practices and policies that have led to 
a number of tragic deaths, that have 
united these nationwide protests and 
captured our conscience. 

To prevent these tragedies from hap-
pening in the first place, this bill em-
phasizes things such as deescalation 
training. As I looked at the video of 
the two police officers in Atlanta, wak-
ing up somebody asleep in a fast-food 
line, then interrogating him for 45 min-
utes before it then broke out into a 
violent confrontation, I thought they 
could have used some deescalation 
training. Maybe, just maybe, a life 
would have been saved. Maybe they 
would have said: Give us your car keys, 
take a cab, go home, and sleep it off. 
But that is not what happened. 

We also need training for police offi-
cers that otherwise haven’t had that 
training or don’t know to know when 
they need to intervene when they see 
another officer exert excessive force. 
We need more transparency—things 
like body cameras—and we need more 
information on things like use of force 
and no-knock warrants so that we can 
hopefully come up with a set of best 
practices that police departments all 
across the country should employ. 

To gain a better understanding of the 
problems that exist throughout our 
criminal justice system—and this is 
just one of them—the bill establishes 
two commissions, one to perform a top- 
to-bottom review of our criminal jus-
tice system and another to study the 
challenges facing Black men and boys. 

This legislation would also make 
lynching a Federal crime, it takes aim 
at the dangerous practice of choke 
holds, and it strengthens minority hir-
ing. I could go on and on, but I believe 
these changes have the potential to 
create real and lasting change in Amer-
ica’s police departments and begin to 
repair the broken relationship between 
law enforcement and the communities 
they serve. 

Beyond the merits of the bill itself, 
there is another quality worth noting, 
and that is it includes a number of 
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measures that have bipartisan support. 
In other words, there is a lot of overlap 
between what Democrats want to do 
and what Republicans want to do. We 
have to just learn how to take yes for 
an answer. 

We all want to get 100 percent of 
what we want, but as a practical mat-
ter, you need to follow the 80/20 rule 
sometimes. That is, if you can get 80 
percent of what you want, that Repub-
licans and Democrats can agree on, 
then you need to grab it. That is what 
we need to do here, not focus on the 
differences, but focus on the com-
monality, on the overlap. 

By the way, when I first got to the 
Senate, Teddy Kennedy was one of the 
great liberal lions here. I asked one of 
my conservative colleagues, the senior 
Senator from Wyoming who worked 
very productively with him, how they 
did it, one of the most liberal Members 
of the Senate, one of the most conserv-
ative Members of the Senate. Senator 
ENZI, our friend from Wyoming, said: It 
is easy. It is the 80/20 rule. 

That is how they were so productive. 
That is how they got so much done. 
They didn’t focus on what separated 
them; they focused on what they 
shared in common, and that is what we 
need to do particularly now at this 
time to demonstrate to America that 
we hear you, we understand the reason 
for the protests. We understand the 
reason for concern, and we share your 
anguish when innocent lives are lost. 

Madam President, as we prepare to 
debate the JUSTICE Act on the floor 
next week, finding that common 
ground is more important than ever, 
but I am worried that the same old par-
tisan dysfunction which hijacks so 
many good ideas here in the Congress 
may dominate over our need to actu-
ally pass legislation. 

I hope our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle will allow us to get on 
the bill, and hopefully, we will have an 
amendment process that will allow 
them to contribute, maybe even make 
the bill better. That is what we should 
do. That is what we used to do in the 
Senate. We had debates, we offered 
amendments, and then we voted. 

We didn’t shut it down before we 
even got it started, which is what I 
know—at least based on press reports— 
Senator SCHUMER, Senator HARRIS, and 
others are considering doing, voting no 
and not allowing us to get on the bill 
in the first place. 

Well, this is an important moment. 
We will begin debating this legislation 
on the floor of the Senate next week, 
and we will demonstrate whether we 
have risen to the challenge, whether we 
have set aside political and partisan 
differences in order to find the common 
good or not, so I hope our discussions 
will prove more productive than what 
we have seen reported so far. 

As we continue to try our best to de-
liver for the American people, I encour-
age all of us to remember the impor-
tance of the 80/20 rule. There is a lot 
more that unites us than divides us. I 

know the news, social media, and 
maybe in our debates we seem to focus 
on who divides us, but that is not who 
we are, what divides us. We are what 
unites us. There is a lot more that 
unites us. 

Tomorrow, I will be privileged to be 
in the city of my birth, Houston, TX, 
with Mayor Sylvester Turner and a 
number of community leaders for a 
roundtable to talk about these very 
issues. I was in Dallas last week doing 
the same thing with my friend, the 
mayor, Eric Johnson, and it really a 
great opportunity to do something that 
Members of the Senate don’t do 
enough, myself included, and that is to 
listen. 

I am excited to report on what we are 
doing here, but more importantly, I am 
eager to spend some time listening and 
learning from the people closest to the 
problem and then bringing that knowl-
edge back here to the floor of the U.S. 
Senate so that we can deliver real re-
sults for the American people. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that it be in order for Senators 
GRASSLEY, PORTMAN, BROWN, and CRUZ 
to be recognized and complete their re-
marks prior to the confirmation vote 
on the Walker nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YOUNG). The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that additional ma-
terial be printed in the RECORD after 
my remarks. 

INSPECTORS GENERAL 
Mr. GRASSLEY. In recent months, a 

lot of attention has focused on the Na-
tion’s inspectors general. It seems like 
a good idea to take a few minutes now 
to remember what inspectors general 
are, why Congress created them in the 
first place, and how we got here. 

Congress first established offices of 
inspectors general in 1978 ‘‘to create 
independent and objective units’’ in the 
Federal Government to do three 
things: conduct audits and investiga-
tions; No. 2, promote efficiency and de-
termine fraud and abuse; and No. 3, 
keep agency heads and Congress ‘‘fully 
informed’’ about the problems that IGs 
find. 

In short, Congress designed inspec-
tors general to shine a bright light on 
waste, fraud, and abuse throughout the 
Federal bureaucracy with the hope 
that the executive and legislative 
branches could work together to do 
something about those problems. 

IGs, then, are the original swamp 
drainers, and—an equally important 
point for those who weren’t around at 
the time it was created—the support 
for creating these offices was breath-
takingly bipartisan. The vote in the 
House of Representatives where I was 
then a Member was 388 to 6. Now, more 
than 40 years later, we have 75 offices 
of inspectors general working to stop 
fraud and abuse. 

Their actions also save the taxpayers 
billions of dollars. In 2020 so far, IGs 

have identified more than $20 billion of 
potential savings through their audits, 
reports, and recommendations—$20 bil-
lion—and this year is not even half 
over. On oversight.gov, you can find 
the latest figures on these watchdogs’ 
contributions, as well as investigative 
and audit reports on every kind of 
topic you can think of. IGs have found 
everything from blatant government 
employee misconduct to procurement 
fraud and, of course, much more. It is 
all there in black and white in the pub-
lic domain for all to see. These inspec-
tors general are helping Congress 
watch over the people’s business and 
ensure the fidelity of agency action. 

We in Congress cannot perform our 
constitutional mandates of oversight 
without IGs. The IGs’ work makes gov-
ernment more transparent and more 
accountable, and that strengthens the 
public trust in our democracy. That is 
a good thing for Congress and a good 
thing for the Presidency. In this way, 
these watchdogs serve an indispensable 
function in our system of checks and 
balances. 

What makes a good inspector gen-
eral? If I learned anything about over-
sight, it is that this type of work is not 
for the faint-hearted or the thin- 
skinned or the thick-headed. You need 
a strong code of professionalism to 
withstand pressures to go along to get 
along. You need a real backbone to 
wring wrongdoing from the bowels of 
bureaucracy, and you need a quick wit 
to look on smiling faces and discern 
truths from half-truths and bald-faced 
lies. 

The law says IGs are supposed to be 
objective and independent. They have 
to be fierce watchdogs, not lap dogs. 
They can’t bow to personal agenda or 
political machinations, and they 
shouldn’t be subject to inappropriate 
political pressure from any corner 
whatsoever. 

When IGs are working hard, staying 
independent, and shining the light on 
waste, fraud, and abuse, they should 
stay. But when they don’t put in the 
work, when they pull the punches, 
when they became political hacks, or 
when they compromise their vital inde-
pendence, then IGs must go. 

For many years, I have investigated 
and held accountable IGs from both 
Democratic and Republican adminis-
trations for these very failures. In 2003, 
I pushed the Health and Human Serv-
ices IG to resign over whistleblower 
complaints about poor staff manage-
ment. I also investigated allegations of 
poor work product, coercive manage-
ment decisions, and questionable hir-
ing practices by the watchdog at the 
Federal Housing Finance Agency. Just 
last year, I began pushing hard to get 
to the bottom of whistleblower com-
plaints about another apparently inef-
fective Commerce IG, although the 
media at that time didn’t seem to care 
about that despite bipartisan concerns 
and briefings from my staff. 

Alternatively, when IGs come under 
fire for doing good work, this Senator 
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has their backs. In 2009, I shined a light 
on a sudden departure of the Amtrak 
IG, who signed a gag order in exchange 
for significant payout. 

When the Obama administration 
blocked a broad swath of the IG com-
munity from assessing records needed 
for oversight, I worked across the aisle 
to introduce and finally pass the In-
spector General Empowerment Act in 
2016. 

In short, I have gone to the mat my 
whole career to ensure inspectors gen-
eral do and are able to accomplish 
their work with support, independence, 
and integrity. And because this work is 
so critical to Congress and our over-
sight role and to the public trust, I 
have worked hard to ensure that any 
effort to remove an IG is for a darn 
good reason. That is what Congress re-
quired in the IG Reform Act of 2008, a 
law that then-Senator Obama not only 
voted for, but he cosponsored. 

That law recognizes two things. 
First, it is the President’s constitu-
tional prerogative to manage the exec-
utive branch personnel. The President 
can fire an IG. Second, it is Congress’s 
intent in that law to support IG inde-
pendence and maintain public trust. 
IGs should not be removed for blatant 
political reasons. This requires that 
Presidents tell Congress and the people 
their reasons for removal of an IG. 

The IG Reform Act codified those 
principles by requiring the President to 
submit to Congress a notice of intent 
to remove an IG 30 days in advance and 
to explain why. The executive branch, 
under two successive Presidencies of 
both political parties, has sought to ig-
nore the law and keep Congress in the 
dark. Both Presidents provided Con-
gress then with paltry excuses of ‘‘lost 
confidence.’’ 

In July 2009, less than a year after 
Congress passed the IG Reform Act, 
then-President Obama removed the in-
spector general for the Corporation for 
National and Community Service, Ger-
ald Walpin, from his post and placed 
him on administrative leave. Obama’s 
White House informed Congress merely 
that President Obama had lost con-
fidence in Mr. Walpin. 

My colleagues and I made it very 
clear that a vague reference to ‘‘loss of 
confidence’’ was insufficient and did 
not satisfy the requirements of the 
very law that President Obama voted 
for and cosponsored when he was a Sen-
ator. This began a bout of negotiations 
that resulted in the hold of Presi-
dential nominees and, eventually, a bi-
cameral congressional investigation. 

In that case, I pushed for compliance 
with the statute, held up nominees to 
obtain information, and disagreed with 
the stated reasons for Mr. Walpin’s re-
moval. Mr. Walpin was never rein-
stated. In Mr. Walpin’s case, a Federal 
court found later that despite a clear 
congressional record to the contrary, 
the law doesn’t require more than what 
President Obama gave us in any other 
greater detail beyond its ‘‘minimal 
statutory mandate’’ to justify the re-
moval of Mr. Walpin. 

Fast forward to the last several 
months when the current President fol-
lowed the court’s incorrect ruling and 
the Obama precedent by removing two 
Senate-confirmed IGs, placing them on 
administrative leave and telling Con-
gress only, as Obama once did before, 
that he had lost confidence in them. 

In response, I did exactly what I had 
done before in the Obama administra-
tion. I, and several colleagues, wrote 
asking for a better explanation. When 
we finally got a response from the 
White House Counsel, we were left 
without substantive reasons for the 
IG’s removal. 

So, as before, I notified the majority 
leader of my intent to object to the 
two administrative nominees until the 
White House coughed up some form of 
rationale for the removal. I finally got 
those reasons this week. I don’t agree 
with all of them, and I am working to 
better understand others, but because 
the President has finally fulfilled the 
law, both Congress and the public can 
look to see for themselves what hap-
pened. 

This, of course, was the intent of the 
law all along. 

We took the long road to get here, 
and we could have avoided all this hul-
labaloo if both Presidents Obama and 
Trump had just followed the statutory 
notice requirements in the first place, 
but we are here. 

These episodes have convinced me 
that the executive branch, regardless 
of what party is in charge, just doesn’t 
get it. From one administration to the 
next, Democrat or Republican, it 
makes no difference to me. This isn’t 
about politics. This is about the sepa-
ration of powers, checks and balances, 
public trust. It is clear that Congress 
can’t rely on any White House to get it 
right. 

We need to change the law. We need 
to be clearer, and we need to better 
safeguard the independence of these 
IGs. That is why I have been devel-
oping bipartisan reforms to sharpen 
the independent authority and recruit-
ment of those hired and confirmed to 
serve as inspectors general. 

We are not going to enact a clearly 
unconstitutional law that infringes on 
the President’s authority to manage 
personnel and that would surely result 
in lengthy court battles. But we are 
going to clarify once and for all that 
the law’s notice requirement means 
that Presidents have to give clear, sub-
stantive reasons for removing an IG 
and that they can’t put an IG on ad-
ministrative leave without a good rea-
son. 

To fully safeguard statutorily re-
quired IG independence, we are also 
going to make sure that the President 
cannot place political appointees with 
clear conflicts of interest into acting 
IG roles. We can’t have individuals 
with political day jobs simultaneously 
in charge of confidential, independent 
IG matters, including substantive and 
sensitive audits, investigative work, 
and whistleblower information. 

Today, I have introduced that legis-
lation with my colleagues Senators 
PETERS, COLLINS, FEINSTEIN, 
LANKFORD, CARPER, ROMNEY, TESTER, 
PORTMAN, and HASSAN. I want to thank 
Ranking Member PETERS for working 
with me on this. His input has been in-
sightful in crafting this bipartisan leg-
islation, and his staff has been diligent 
in furthering these efforts. 

Whether you have been following the 
important work of inspectors general 
for many years or you just tuned in for 
the last few, we welcome your support. 
I hope that support continues well past 
the current administration. If we don’t 
update the law, we can only expect fu-
ture administrations to continue to do 
what has been done lately, not giving 
Congress good reasons. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, June 12, 2020. 

Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN GRASSLEY: I write to fol-
low up on our recent conversation regarding 
the removal of the Inspectors General of the 
Department of State and of the Intelligence 
Community. As a further accommodation, 
we are providing the additional information 
you requested. 

With respect to the State Department In-
spector General, please see the attached let-
ter sent to you today from the Department’s 
Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs. 
The letter includes materials that identify 
the concerns of the Secretary of State and 
the Under Secretary for Management with 
the Inspector General’s performance. As to 
the removal of the Inspector General of the 
Intelligence Community, the President lost 
confidence in him and has spoken publicly 
about this loss of confidence, including on 
the day after the President notified Congress 
of his decision. 

As you have stated, the President has the 
constitutional authority to remove inspec-
tors general. As a matter of accommodation 
and presidential prerogative, the President 
complied fully with the statutory notifica-
tion provision of the Inspector General Act. 

As I said in my previous letter, the Presi-
dent appreciates and respects your long-
standing support for the role that inspectors 
general play. We look forward to the Sen-
ate’s swift confirmation of all of the Presi-
dent’s outstanding inspector general nomi-
nees. 

Sincerely, 
PAT A. CIPOLLONE, 

Counsel to the President. 

The following excerpt from an official 
White House transcript entitled ‘‘Remarks 
by President Trump, Vice President PENCE, 
and members of the Coronavirus Task Force 
in Press Briefing.’’ The briefing was held on 
April 4, 2020 in the James S. Brady Press 
Room of the White House at 4:15 p.m. EDT. 

The full transcript can be found at: https:// 
www.grassley.senate.gov/sites/default/files/ 
2020-0906-12%20White%20House%20Counsel% 
20 to%20Grassley%20-%20 IC%20IG%20and% 
20 State%20IG.pdf 

THE PRESIDENT: Think of it: We’re pay-
ing people not to go to work. How about 
that? How does that play? 

Q: I understand that. 
THE PRESIDENT: And they want to go to 

work, by the way. They don’t even want— 
they don’t want money. This country is 
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great. But we’re paying people. We have to 
get back to work. That’s what I’m saying. 

Go ahead, please. 
Q: Mr. President, this is off topic. It’s 

about the announcement from last night. It’s 
a yes or no question, but not that we expect 
the answer to be yes or no. 

But wasn’t Michael Atkinson doing the job 
of the Inspector General of the intelligence 
community, the job he was supposed to do, 
when he simply took the whistleblower com-
plaint to Congress that hadn’t been taken 
previously? Wasn’t he doing the job that he 
was supposed to do, that American taxpayers 
were paying him to do? And why did you de-
cide to terminate— 

THE PRESIDENT: I thought he did a ter-
rible job. Absolutely terrible. He took a 
whistleblower report, which turned out to be 
a fake report—it was fake. It was totally 
wrong. It was about my conversation with 
the President of Ukraine. He took a fake re-
port and he brought it to Congress, with an 
emergency. Okay? Not a big Trump fan— 
that, I can tell you. 

Instead of saying—and we offered this to 
him: ‘‘No, no, we will take the conversa-
tion’’—where, fortunately, we had that tran-
script. If we didn’t have a transcript with the 
kind of deception and dishonesty that were 
practiced by the Democrats, I might not be 
standing here right now. Okay? Fortunately, 
we had a transcript and it was a perfect tran-
script, because even the lieutenant colonel 
admitted it was correct. Okay? 

Wait a minute. Wait a minute. You asked 
a question. 

So he took this whistleblower—and I keep 
saying, ‘‘Where’s the whistleblower?’’ Right? 
‘‘And why was the whistleblower allowed to 
do this?’’ Why was he allowed to be—you call 
it fraudulent or incorrect transcript. 

So we offered this IG—I don’t know him; I 
don’t think I ever met him. I don’t think I— 
he never even came in to see me. How can 
you do that without seeing the person? Never 
came in to see me. Never requested to see 
me. He took this terrible, inaccurate whis-
tleblower report—right?—and he brought it 
to Congress. 

We offered to have him see my exact con-
versation. It was all about the conversation, 
by the way. That was the whole thing, was 
about the conversation. Right? And then 
after he saw it, he must’ve said, ‘‘Wow,’’ be-
cause as I’ve said it many times and it drives 
you people crazy, it was a perfect conversa-
tion. 

So instead of going and saying, ‘‘Gee, this 
is a terrible thing he said about the Presi-
dent’s conversation’’—well, it was a fraud. I 
didn’t say that. And, by the way, you have 
the whistleblower. Where’s the informer? 
Right? 

And here’s another question: Remember 
before I did the—before I gave the tran-
script—in other words, before I revealed the 
real conversation—where’s the second whis-
tleblower? Remember the second whistle— 

Wait, wait, wait, wait. There was going to 
be a second whistleblower. But after I gave 
the conversation, he just went away. He mi-
raculously went away. 

Where’s the informer? Because there was 
going to be this informer. Maybe Schiff was 
the informer. You ever think of that? He’s a 
corrupt guy. He’s a corrupt politician. 

So, listen, I say this: Where’s the informer? 
Remember, the informer was coming for-
ward. But I gave—because, see, I did one 
thing that surprised everybody. This gen-
tleman right here said, ‘‘Boy, that was a 
shocker.’’ I revealed the conversation. I got 
approval from Ukraine because I didn’t want 
to do it without their approval. And they 
said, ‘‘Absolutely. You did nothing wrong.’’ 

By the way, President of Ukraine, Foreign 
Minister said, ‘‘He did nothing wrong.’’ And 

over that, with 196 to nothing vote by the 
Republicans—not one dissenting Republican 
vote—dishonest Democrats impeached a 
President of the United States. That man is 
a disgrace to IGs. 

All right, let’s go. Next. Please. He’s a 
total disgrace. 

Q: Mr. President, did you run by your deci-
sion to dismiss the Inspector General by Sen-
ator McConnell? 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, we’ll get off this 
because people want to talk about what 
we’re talking about. But let me just tell you 
something: That’s my decision. I have the 
absolute right. Even the fake news last night 
said, ‘‘He has the absolute right to do it.’’ 

But ask him, ‘‘Why didn’t you go and see 
the actual conversation?’’ There was no rush. 
He said, ‘‘Oh we’d have to rush it.’’ He even 
said it was politically biased. He actually 
said that. The report could have been—you 
know who the whistleblower is, and so do 
you and so does everybody in this room, and 
so do I. Everybody knows. But they give this 
whistleblower a status that he doesn’t de-
serve. He’s a fake whistleblower. And, frank-
ly, somebody ought to sue his ass off. 

Q: I just want to follow up, sir. 
THE PRESIDENT: All right, it’s enough 

with the whistleblower. 
Go ahead, please. 
Q: Mr. President, the governor of New York 

today said that he is still desperate for ven-
tilators and that he has accepted 1,000 of 
them from the Chinese government. Are you 
concerned that states— 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, what he didn’t say 
is—okay, let me tell you what he didn’t say. 

Two very good friends of mine brought him 
those whistleblower—brought him those ven-
tilators, right? Two very good friends of 
mine—they brought them. If you’d like their 
name, I’ll give you their name. 

Q: But should states and cities have to rely 
on— 

THE PRESIDENT: No, but he—the gov-
ernor didn’t— 

Q: —China and Russia for supplies? 
THE PRESIDENT: —mention that. It came 

through the Chinese—the country of China. 
But they were given by two friends of mine, 
but he didn’t tell you that. 

Now, the governor also— 
Q Who are your friends? 
THE PRESIDENT: You’ll see when you 

read the letter. 
The governor also asked for 40,000—40,000. 

He wanted 40,000 ventilators. 
Now, the governor, as you know, had a 

chance to get 16,000 a few years ago. He de-
cided not to get that. The State of New York 
has asked for help. I’ve given him four hos-
pitals, four medical centers. Then I gave him 
an additional hospital. Then I gave him mili-
tary people to operate the hospital. They 
were not supposed to be COVID hospitals. 
The boat—the ship is not—an interesting 
thing happened with the ship. People aren’t 
in accidents because there’s nobody driving. 
There’s nobody taking motorcycle rides 
down the West Side Highway at 100 miles an 
hour. People are away. So people aren’t 
being injured. 

Now they’re asking whether or not we 
could open up the ship for COVID. We have 
given the governor of New York more than 
anybody has ever been given in a long time. 
I’ll just say—I was going to say ‘‘in history,’’ 
but in a long time. And I think he’s happy. 

But I think that—because I watched what 
he said today, and it was fine. I wouldn’t say 
gracious. It wasn’t gracious. It was okay. I 
must tell you, Gavin Newsom has been gra-
cious—Los Angeles, California, the job we’ve 
done, and all of California. 

Q: But why does that matter if they’re gra-
cious or not gracious if they need the sup-
plies? 

THE PRESIDENT: It doesn’t matter. It 
doesn’t matter. But I think when we’ve given 
as much as we’ve given to New York, some-
body should say— 

Nice—I’ll tell you who’s been very nice: 
Mayor de Blasio has been very nice. He un-
derstands what we’ve given him. We brought 
him some more ventilators, too, yesterday. 

But nobody has been given like New York. 
And I think—I know he appreciates it. He 
just can’t quite get the words out, but that’s 
okay. 

Q: So when he says—but when he says that 
he needs 40,000— 

Q: Mr. President— 
THE PRESIDENT: Please, go ahead. 

THE FIRST AMENDMENT 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, in 3 

weeks, America will celebrate Inde-
pendence Day. For 244 years, Ameri-
cans have fought, marched, voted, peti-
tioned, legislated, published, protested, 
and died to defend and build our bless-
ings of freedom. The American experi-
ment has plenty of battle scars and 
growing pains handed down from one 
generation to the next. 

The first half of 2020 shows us there 
are plenty of historical wounds to heal 
and challenges to overcome. 

In the interest of public health, stay- 
at-home orders limited individual free-
doms that many Americans take for 
granted, including the right to earn a 
living or to worship with fellow believ-
ers. 

Just as the economy began to reopen, 
the shadows of racial injustice dark-
ened America’s doorstep. All people are 
created equal, but not all people are 
treated equally. 

The unconscionable suffocation of 
George Floyd at the knee of a police of-
ficer in Minneapolis struck a chord of 
unity to end racism in America. Hun-
dreds of thousands of people have gath-
ered to exercise their First Amendment 
rights. They march to protect racial 
injustice and police brutality. 

Unfortunately, some exploited the 
peaceful protests to riot, loot, van-
dalize, and burn. These criminal acts 
were not protected by the Constitu-
tion. It is obvious they weren’t pro-
tected. They were antithetical to the 
laws of the land protecting life, liberty, 
and domestic tranquility. 

All of this led one of my colleagues, 
the junior Senator from Arkansas, to 
submit an essay to the New York 
Times. In his opinion piece, he advo-
cated why he thought the President 
ought to use his authority to deploy 
Active-Duty military forces to uphold 
the law and public order, as had been 
done by Presidents in past instances of 
civil unrest. 

The Times op-ed pages accepted his 
column and published it online under 
the headline: ‘‘Bring in the Troops.’’ 

Within hours, the newsroom was in a 
frenzy. The leftwing rallied their 
troops to stop the press. The New York 
Times, as we know, prides itself as the 
‘‘paper of record.’’ 

Since 1851, it has served as an influ-
ential platform to gather and report 
the news and to hold government ac-
countable. Policemen keep the public 
peace. Journalists are the policemen of 
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our political system to keep the polit-
ical system honest and open and trans-
parent. 

The New York Times opinion pages 
ostensibly provide a space for the free 
exchange of ideas and thought-filled 
conversation on issues of the day. I 
have long counted journalists as the 
constables of the fourth estate. They 
serve a very vital role in bolstering our 
system of checks and balances. They 
have a responsibility to set the tone for 
open dialogue. 

Last week, the New York Times 
flunked this standard. The Gray Lady 
ghosted Senator COTTON’s opinion piece 
after a meltdown in its ivory tower and 
when the ivory tower workforce 
hyperventilated. 

It is certainly reasonable to disagree 
on the merits and to debate if recent 
events rise to the level of past riots 
that justified invoking the Insurrec-
tion Act. 

I certainly think we should be hesi-
tant to deploy our military forces do-
mestically, even in difficult situations. 

But the overheated reaction by al-
leged journalists even to have this de-
bate raises the question, Do they con-
sider themselves neutral reporters or 
activists for a certain world view? 

Even a casual reader is able to read 
between the lines and know that the 
New York Times ascribes to a left-lean-
ing ideology, but the mutiny in their 
newsroom seems to cross the line from 
journalism with a leftwing bias to po-
litical activism and ideological con-
formity. 

Sadly, last week the New York Times 
lowered the bar of journalistic integ-
rity. It snubbed a voice of dissent and 
rebuked the free exchange of ideas. 

The First Amendment protects five 
fundamental freedoms that sets Amer-
ica apart as the leader of the free 
world: freedom of religion, speech, 
press, assembly, and the right to peti-
tion the government. 

The Constitution does so because the 
expression of diverse opinions is nec-
essary to preserve liberty. 

Within 4 days of publishing Senator 
COTTON’s commentary, the New York 
Times caved to an ideological revolt in 
the newsroom. 

Under mob rule, the casualty among 
its ranks was none other than the edi-
torial page editor. He was forced out of 
his job for having the audacity to pub-
lish an opinion of a U.S. Senator. 

At first, the publisher made a feeble 
effort to stand on principle, defending, 
in his words, ‘‘openness and a range of 
opinions.’’ Within a few days, the pub-
lisher threw James Bennet under the 
bus. 

It is a sad day for journalism, a sad 
day for the free press. These actions 
damage the wall dividing the newsroom 
and the opinion desk. They solidified 
their silo of leftwing thought. Can-
celing dissenting views is a very slip-
pery slope. Sooner or later, it mutes 
the exchange of ideas in a free society. 

As a student of history, I know that 
freedom has often been threatened by 

those who are convinced their views 
were on the right side of history. 

I offer a bit of wisdom without mal-
ice to the New York Times: Don’t back 
down from the First Amendment. 
Swapping your free press for party-line 
propaganda and punishing dissent is 
not a good look. Ask the people of 
North Korea, China, and Iran. 

On Independence Day 2020, I encour-
age members of the media and all 
Americans to step out of your comfort 
zones and seek to understand other 
viewpoints. 

Before we can expand America’s 
promise, end racism, and beat the 
virus, we must come together as Amer-
icans. No matter one’s race, politic, 
creed, wealth, celebrity, remember, we 
are bound together by self-evident 
truths ‘‘that all men are created equal, 
that they are endowed by their Creator 
with certain unalienable Rights, that 
among these are Life, Liberty, and the 
pursuit of Happiness.’’ 

I want even a leftwing newspaper to 
be a responsible policeman for our po-
litical system. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. BROWN. Before Senator 

PORTMAN and I do our unanimous con-
sent, I just can’t believe what I heard. 

Senator GRASSLEY, going to the floor 
and talking about the media that way, 
when his majority—they owe their ma-
jority to Rush Limbaugh and FOX 
News, and they swear allegiance to a 
President of the United States who has 
lied thousands of times and then at-
tacks the media every time they dis-
agree with him or call him out, attacks 
the media as fake news, is just shock-
ing to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

f 

COMMEMORATING OTTO FRED-
ERICK WARMBIER AND CON-
DEMNING THE NORTH KOREAN 
REGIME FOR THEIR CONTINUED 
HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, today 
I rise to ask unanimous consent to pass 
S. Res. 623, which is a resolution com-
memorating Otto Fredrick Warmbier 
and condemning the North Korean re-
gime for their continued human rights 
abuses. 

Otto Warmbier was a native of my 
hometown of Cincinnati, OH. He was 
also a young man of great spirit, intel-
lect, and promise. 

He attended the University of Vir-
ginia, and in 2015, he flew to North 
Korea on a cultural trip. He went with 
a tour group. 

At the end of his brief visit there, he 
was unjustly arrested by North Korean 
security officials at the airport, as he 
was departing, and he was imprisoned 
for 17 months on trumped-up charges 
relating to a political poster. 

During his captivity, he was badly 
mistreated and was returned to the 
United States on June 13, 2017, only 

after falling into a comatose state. He 
never recovered. Otto died on June 19, 
2017—6 days later and 3 years ago to-
morrow. 

Senator BROWN from Ohio and I have 
introduced this resolution to remember 
what happened to him, to keep the 
memory of Otto, alive, and to hold the 
North Korean regime accountable for 
their gross mistreatment, their human 
rights abuses. Many others, in addition 
to Otto Warmbier, have been subject to 
those human rights abuses, including 
the North Korean people, whom they 
continue to repress, even starve and 
mistreat. 

Our resolution calls for the United 
States to continue to use our voice, in-
cluding at the United Nations and 
other forums, to speak out against the 
human rights abuses of the North Ko-
rean Government. 

It calls for the sanctions enacted 
under the Otto Warmbier North Korea 
Nuclear Sanctions and Enforcement 
Act of 2019 to remain fully imple-
mented. 

Most importantly, this resolution 
honors and remembers Otto Warmbier, 
lest we forget what the North Korean 
dictatorship did to him. 

His parents, Fred and Cindy, have 
channeled their grief into constructive 
efforts to expose the human rights 
abuses of the North Korean dictator-
ship, and I commend them for that. No 
parent should have to endure what 
they have gone through. 

Jane and I plan to visit with them at 
their home in Cincinnati tomorrow on 
the third anniversary of Otto’s death, 
and I hope to be able to hand them a 
copy of this resolution and to be able 
to say that the entire U.S. Senate 
voted to approve it. 

This resolution is the right thing to 
do, and I encourage my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to pass it by 
unanimous consent. 

I yield the floor to my colleague from 
Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I want to 
thank my friend Senator PORTMAN and 
the rest of my colleagues who have 
been steadfast in their memory and re-
membrance of Otto Warmbier, a young 
Ohioan, as Rob said, whose life was cut 
short by the North Korean regime’s 
awful human rights abuses. 

I take this moment to recognize—I 
never knew Otto, but I have gotten to 
know his parents and his family, and I 
especially thank Cindy and Fred for 
their advocacy in memory of their son 
and turning their grief into something 
so positive for the country and for the 
world. 

Last year, we worked together on 
sanctions legislation to send a clear bi-
partisan signal that the United States 
is serious about maintaining strong 
economic and diplomatic pressure on 
North Korea to give up its nuclear 
weapons and to stop its human rights 
abuses. 

Those abuses took the life of Otto 
Warmbier. We must continue to shine a 
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light on what the regime does to its 
own people and to others. 

I thank Senator PORTMAN for his 
leadership on this. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, as in 
legislative session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Foreign Relations 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration and that the Senate now 
proceed to S. Res. 623. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 623) commemorating 

Otto Frederick Warmbier and condemning 
the North Korean regime for their continued 
human rights abuses. 

There being no objection, the com-
mittee was discharged and the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. PORTMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The resolution (S. Res. 623) was 

agreed to. 
The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in the RECORD of June 16, 2020, 
under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

DACA 
Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, today’s de-

cision from the U.S. Supreme Court in 
Department of Homeland Security v. 
Regents of the University of California 
is disgraceful. 

Judging is not a game. It is not sup-
posed to be a game. But, sadly, over re-
cent years, more and more Chief Jus-
tice Roberts has been playing games 
with the Court to achieve the policy 
outcomes he desires. 

This case concerned President 
Obama’s Executive amnesty—amnesty 
that President Obama decreed directly 
contrary to Federal law. He did so with 
no legal authority. He did so in open 
defiance of Federal statutes. Of course, 
he was celebrated in the press for doing 
so. 

Obama’s Executive amnesty was ille-
gal the day it was issued and not one 
single Justice of the nine Supreme 
Court Justices disputed that—not a 
one. 

Chief Justice Roberts wrote the ma-
jority opinion, joined by the four lib-
eral Justices on the Court. This is be-
coming a pattern. 

The majority assumes that DACA— 
Obama’s Executive amnesty—is illegal, 
and then bizarrely holds that the 
Trump administration can’t stop im-
plementing a policy that is illegal. 

Think about that for a second. 
In fact, it is even worse. The major-

ity explicitly concede, of course, the 

administration can stop an illegal pol-
icy. ‘‘All parties agree’’—that is a 
quote—‘‘all parties agree that DHS 
may rescind DACA.’’ 

OK. Easy. Everyone agrees. DHS can 
rescind DACA. Right? 

Not so fast. A clever little twist. The 
majority says: Do you know what? The 
agency’s legal explanation wasn’t de-
tailed enough. Yes, you have the au-
thority to do it. Everyone agrees. 
There is no argument that you don’t 
have the authority to do it, but we are 
checking your homework and, you 
know, the memo you wrote explaining 
it just didn’t have all the detail we 
need. Just a touch more, so start over. 

What is interesting is that is exactly 
the sleight of hand that Chief Justice 
Roberts did almost exactly a year ago 
today in another case where the Chief 
joined with the four liberals from the 
Court and struck down another one of 
the Trump administration’s policies. 

In that case a year ago, the Com-
merce Department, which is charged by 
the Constitution with conducting a 
census every 10 years—the Commerce 
Department wanted to ask a common-
sense question in the course of the cen-
sus: Are you a citizen of the United 
States? That is a question that has 
been asked in nearly every census since 
1820. It ain’t that complicated, asking 
someone in the course of a census: Are 
you a citizen? 

But in today’s politically fraught 
world, the Democratic Party has de-
cided they are the party of illegal im-
migration, as is the press. And so what 
did John Roberts do a year ago? Same 
thing. He wrote an opinion saying: Of 
course, the Commerce Department has 
the authority in the census to ask if 
you are a citizen. Of course. We have 
done it since 1820. 

For those who are math impaired, 
that is 200 years ago. 

Steadily since then, every 10 years, 
over and over and over again, but no, 
no, no, no—John Roberts, little twist 
of hand. 

Do you know what? The Commerce 
Department didn’t explain their rea-
soning just clearly enough. We looked 
at their memo announcing it, announc-
ing that they were making a policy de-
cision that they have unquestioned 
legal authority to do, that the Bill 
Clinton administration had asked that 
question, but John Roberts and the 
four liberals are going to strike it down 
because they say it wasn’t explained 
clearly enough. 

This is a charade. Last year, they 
pretended it was just about the agency 
could go back and do it again. They 
knew full well there wasn’t time to do 
it again; that they had to start the cen-
sus, and so they got the result they 
wanted. They didn’t like, as a policy 
matter, asking this. There was no legal 
reason, no legal authority to strike it 
down, so they played a little game: Go 
back and start over. Of course, now we 
are doing the census without asking 
that question. 

That is the same game here today in 
DACA. They don’t like the policy so 

they say: Just go back and do it over. 
Just give a little more explanation. 
Just start over. Everyone knows the 
game they are playing. They are hop-
ing that in November, in the election, 
that there is a different result in the 
election; that there is a new adminis-
tration that comes in that decides am-
nesty is a good thing, and so this 
sleight of hand is all about playing pol-
icy. 

Five Justices today held that it was 
illegal for the Trump administration to 
stop breaking the law. That is bizarre. 
The reasoning is because the Obama 
administration violated Federal immi-
gration laws, for now—wink, wink, 
let’s pretend, because that is what they 
are doing, is pretending—Trump has to 
continue violating the law and behav-
ing illegally. 

Chief Justice Roberts knows exactly 
what he is doing. We saw earlier this 
week a decision rewriting title VII of 
our civil rights laws—rewriting title 
VII, the prohibition on sex discrimina-
tion, on discrimination against women 
or against men, rewriting it to add 
‘‘sexual orientation or gender iden-
tity.’’ 

Now, as a policy matter, there are a 
lot of people who support that. Indeed, 
legislation to do that has passed the 
House of Representatives twice. It has 
passed this body once. But the Court 
just rewrote it. The Court just engaged 
in legislation, plain and simple, as Jus-
tice Alito powerfully wrote in dissent. 

By the way, Chief Justice Roberts, 
again in the majority, assigned that 
majority. This is gamesmanship. Chief 
Justice Roberts knows exactly what he 
is doing. The fact that elites in Wash-
ington don’t see a problem with illegal 
immigration doesn’t answer the reality 
for millions of working men and 
women who do, and these kinds of 
games ultimately make a mockery of 
the rule of law. They make a mockery 
of the Constitution and Bill of Rights. 

It is the same legerdemain we saw 
Chief Justice Roberts do several years 
ago upholding ObamaCare, where, 
again, just with a little flip of the 
wrist, he changed a penalty into a tax. 
That is not clever; that is lawless. 

This decision today was lawless; it 
was gamesmanship; and it was con-
trary to the judicial oath that each of 
the nine Justices has taken. 

f 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, we are 

in the midst of one of the greatest pub-
lic health crises in our Nation’s his-
tory. Over 2 million Americans have 
been infected by the COVID–19 virus. 
Over 115,000 Americans have died. 
Sadly, infections are still trending up-
ward in many States. And what is the 
response of the Republican majority in 
the U.S. Senate to this public health 
crisis? This week, the majority leader, 
Senator MCCONNELL has scheduled a 
vote on his family friend and former in-
tern, Justin Walker, to be a judge on 
the DC Circuit, the second highest 
court in the land. 
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Colleagues, let’s be honest. You can-

not say with a straight face that Justin 
Walker, a 38-year-old with no practical 
courtroom experience and a few 
months’ time on the district court 
bench, is the best person for the job of 
DC Circuit judge. He is not, and we 
know it. So why is he getting this nom-
ination? I believe there are two main 
reasons: because Justin Walker is a 
protégé of Senator MCCONNELL and be-
cause he is an outspoken critic of the 
Affordable Care Act. 

Justin Walker has made clear that he 
is willing to toe the Republican party 
line of hostility to Obamacare. Before 
he was confirmed as a district judge 
last October in a party-line vote, he 
called the NFIB case that upheld the 
ACA’s constitutionality an ‘‘indefen-
sible decision.’’ And in March, while he 
was a sitting judge, he cracked jokes 
about his opposition to the ACA at his 
ceremonial investiture. 

These comments apparently put him 
on the fast-track for a promotion to 
the DC Circuit. I find it astonishing 
that Senate Republicans have 
rubberstamped so many nominees who 
have written articles or spoken pub-
licly about their hostility to the ACA, 
nominees like John Bush, Steven 
Grasz, James Ho, David Porter, Neomi 
Rao, Mark Norris, Michael Truncale, 
and Sarah Pitlyk, not to mention Chad 
Readler, who filed the brief for the 
Trump Justice Department in the 
Texas v. U.S. case that called for strik-
ing down the entire ACA, including its 
protections for Americans with pre-
existing conditions. Chad Readler was 
nominated to the 6th Circuit within a 
day of filing that brief. 

It is a pattern. And right after the 
vote on Justin Walker, Senator MCCON-
NELL wants to vote on yet another 
nominee with a record of outspoken 
hostility to the ACA; 5th Circuit nomi-
nee Cory Wilson of Mississippi has re-
peatedly spoken, written, and tweeted 
criticisms of the ACA. In one of Wil-
son’s newspaper columns, he wrote ‘‘for 
the sake of the Constitution, I hope the 
Court strikes down the law.’’ In an-
other column, he described the ACA as 
‘‘big, intrusive government’’ and as 
‘‘perverse’’ and ‘‘illegitimate.’’ And he 
has tweeted negatively about the ACA 
more than 30 times. 

Justin Walker’s and Cory Wilson’s 
public statements clearly show that 
they have already made up their minds 
about the Affordable Care Act’s merits 
and its constitutionality. And yet, 
they have been unwilling to recuse 
themselves from ACA cases that might 
come before them if they are con-
firmed. This is important because the 
ACA has been under constant attack in 
the Federal courts. The Republican 
Party, from President Trump on down, 
has been obsessed with trying to get 
the ACA struck down as unconstitu-
tional. There is a case pending before 
the Supreme Court right now where 
Republican officeholders and the 
Trump administration are trying to 
strike down the entire ACA. That 

would strip away health insurance and 
preexisting condition protections for 
millions of Americans. Even in the 
middle of a pandemic, the Republican 
Party is not stopping its attack on the 
Affordable Care Act. 

They failed to overturn the ACA in 
Congress, of course. But clearly, Re-
publicans are determined to attack it 
through the courts, no matter how 
many Americans might lose their cov-
erage and protections. Make no mis-
take, the nominations of Justin Walker 
and Cory Wilson are part of the Repub-
lican assault on the Affordable Care 
Act. And the American people are 
watching. 

I oppose these nominees. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

rise today in opposition to the nomina-
tion of Justin Walker to the DC Cir-
cuit. There are four main reasons for 
my opposition, and I would like to ad-
dress each. 

First, Judge Walker does not have 
the experience we would expect of a 
nominee to the DC Circuit, which is 
considered the second most powerful 
court in the Nation. 

Judge Walker was confirmed to the 
Western District of Kentucky on Octo-
ber 24, 2019. He has just 7 months of ex-
perience as a sitting Federal district 
court Judge. 

Moreover, as Judge Walker disclosed 
in the questionnaire he submitted to 
the Judiciary Committee, in those 7 
months he has presided over no bench 
or jury trials. 

Although appellate judges don’t pre-
side over jury selection, sentencing, or 
decisions on the admissibility of evi-
dence, they are regularly called upon 
to examine the decisions of district 
court judges on these and other mat-
ters. 

In light of that, Judge Walker’s lack 
of trial experience should alone be a 
bar to his elevation to the circuit. 

Second, I have serious concerns 
about Judge Walker’s views on Execu-
tive power and agency independence. 

Questions around these issues fre-
quently come before the DC Circuit, 
and so Judge Walker’s views are highly 
relevant to his nomination. 

Judge Walker has argued against the 
independence of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, going so far as to claim 
that the FBI Director should be an 
‘‘agent’’ of the President. 

These views are troubling in the ab-
stract, but they are even more trou-
bling now, with an administration that 
too often views the Department of Jus-
tice as a political arm of the Presi-
dency. 

Judge Walker has also argued that 
Federal agencies have too much power 
when it comes to protecting the envi-
ronment, consumers, and the work-
place. 

This is an especially troubling view-
point at a time when we need agencies 
like the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, commonly 
known as OSHA, to protect the health 
and safety of American workers who 

have continued working during the 
COVID–19 pandemic or will be return-
ing to their jobs. 

Judge Walker’s views on the ability 
of federal agencies to protect Ameri-
cans are particularly relevant to the 
DC Circuit, which hears critical cases 
surrounding workplace and environ-
mental safeguards. 

Third, Judge Walker has been an ar-
dent opponent of the Affordable Care 
Act. 

He has called the Supreme Court’s 
decision upholding the ACA ‘‘indefen-
sible’’ and ‘‘catastrophic.’’ He praised 
then-Judge Brett Kavanaugh for pro-
viding a ‘‘roadmap’’ by which the Court 
could strike down the ACA. 

I simply cannot support a nominee 
who would put at risk the healthcare of 
tens of millions of Americans, includ-
ing those with preexisting conditions 
who might well lose coverage without 
the ACA’s protections. 

Finally, I have concerns that Judge 
Walker does not have the temperament 
required of a Federal judge. 

In March of this year, when he was 
formally sworn in to the Western Dis-
trict of Kentucky, Judge Walker made 
a number of overtly political remarks. 

He attacked the American Bar Asso-
ciation, stating that ‘‘although we cel-
ebrate today, we cannot take for grant-
ed tomorrow or we will lose our courts 
and our country to critics who call us 
terrifying and who describe us as de-
plorable.’’ 

He said that ‘‘in Brett Kavanaugh’s 
America, we will not surrender while 
you wage war on our work or our cause 
or our hope or our dream.’’ 

These remarks raise questions as to 
whether Judge Walker can remain im-
partial and set aside political leanings. 

For all of these reasons, I will vote 
against Judge Walker’s nomination, 
and I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. Thank you. 

Mr. CRUZ. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

postcloture time has expired. 
The question is, Will the Senate ad-

vise and consent to the Walker nomi-
nation? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. THUNE. The following Senator is 

necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. SULLIVAN). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY), the Senator from 
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Sen-
ator from Nevada (Ms. ROSEN), the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), and 
the Senator from Arizona (Ms. SINEMA) 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 
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The result was announced—yeas 51, 

nays 42, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 123 Ex.] 

YEAS—51 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 

Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Loeffler 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murkowski 

Paul 
Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—42 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 

Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Harris 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Jones 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 

Peters 
Reed 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—7 

Manchin 
Markey 
Murray 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Sinema 

Sullivan 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 

consent that with respect to the Walk-
er nomination, the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table and the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to proceed to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion is agreed to. 
f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to proceed to executive session to 
consider Calendar No. 717. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion is agreed to. 
The clerk will report the nomination. 
The legislative clerk read nomina-

tion of Cory T. Wilson, of Mississippi, 
to be United States Circuit Judge for 
the Fifth Circuit. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I send a cloture 
motion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Cory T. Wilson, of Mississippi, to 
be United States Circuit Judge for the Fifth 
Circuit. 

Mitch McConnell, Chuck Grassley, Cory 
Gardner, Lamar Alexander, Richard C. 
Shelby, Steve Daines, David Perdue, 
Pat Roberts, Lindsey Graham, Tim 
Scott, Richard Burr, Mike Crapo, Shel-
ley Moore Capito, John Barrasso, 
Roger F. Wicker, Cindy Hyde-Smith, 
John Thune. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the mandatory quorum 
call be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to proceed to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion is agreed to. 
The Senator from Missouri. 

THE JUSTICE ACT 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, over the 

weekend we celebrated Flag Day, when 
we honor our country’s flag as a sym-
bol of unity. It is also a symbol of all 
of the struggles we have gone through 
as a nation and the struggles ahead of 
us. 

Harry Truman, whose desk—one of 
his desks used on the Senate floor—is 
right here in front of me, once said 
that Flag Day is also a chance for us to 
consider what we want the flag to 
stand for. So I think it is appropriate 
that we are considering the best way to 
make sure that the flag stands for all 
we want it to stand for—and for all of 
us. 

Senator TIM SCOTT has introduced 
the JUSTICE Act, which would bring 
us closer to that idea. I was glad to be 
a cosponsor of the bill. I think this bill 
has the potential to make a real dif-
ference in how we deal with the impor-
tant and difficult issue of police reform 
and making sure that our communities 
are both safe and secure. 

You know, you can be safe in the 
sense that you are not in danger, but 
people also need to feel secure, mean-
ing they have confidence that they will 
remain safe and that they will be treat-
ed fairly while they are safe. 

We need to be sure that all of the 
people of our country believe that jus-
tice can be blind and that it can be dis-
pensed without fear or favor. 

Policing, by its very nature, is most-
ly a local function. There are around 
18,000 police departments across the 
country. Most of the reforms can be 
made at the local level or the State 
level. 

There are different ways that police 
systems are structured around the 
country. There are different levels of 
law enforcement and how they relate 
to each other, and I don’t think we are 

going to do anything effectively in the 
Congress to impact that, but I think 
there are some things we can do both 
in Congress and the administration. I 
think Senator SCOTT has done a really 
good job finding what many of those 
things are and how to make them hap-
pen with bipartisan support. 

There is a lot in this bill that simply 
increases transparency and account-
ability: more reporting so that the Jus-
tice Department has an idea of areas 
where problems seem to arise more fre-
quently and maybe shouldn’t; an area 
of reporting so that a troublesome offi-
cer has all of those troubles reported if 
they have had problems with issues of 
fairness or constitutional protection; 
and if that officer is applying at an-
other law enforcement agency, that in-
formation should be readily available. 

There are two important ways to 
give people a sense of security. We do 
that by recognizing that the majority 
of police in this country are only not a 
problem, but they do an incredibly 
hard job, and they do it in an incred-
ible way. It is a job that we have to 
have. It has to be conscientiously, pro-
fessionally, and courageously done, and 
law enforcement officers all over 
America do it. They get up and do a 
hard job every day. They run to danger 
when others run away. It is a hard job. 

Frankly, I think the hardest job in 
America might be the spouse of a law 
enforcement officer. Law enforcement 
officers generally have a sense—there 
are occasions when this isn’t the case— 
but generally have a sense of whether 
they are in imminent danger or not. 
The person who cares about them, the 
person who loves them, wonders all 
day: What, at this exact moment, is 
that individual facing, and are they 
safe? 

The problem in policing is there are 
very few officers and maybe even fewer 
numbers of police departments where 
there is a systemic problem. I think if 
there is a systemic problem in a de-
partment, it is hard for that depart-
ment to solve that problem. Some of 
Senator SCOTT’s legislation helps cre-
ate the tools they might need to get 
that done or the tools that we might 
need, as outside helpers, to say: Here is 
a department that somebody needs to 
look at. 

His legislation can assure us that for 
the small group of people in law en-
forcement who aren’t conducting them-
selves in the way that everybody else 
in law enforcement does, there is trans-
parency and there is reporting. Things 
can’t be just swept under the rug, and 
an officer can’t go from one depart-
ment to another without the new de-
partment knowing exactly what they 
are getting. 

This legislation sets up more funding 
to make sure that body cameras are 
widely available and have to be used if 
you have them. I think there has been 
plenty of evidence since 2014, when we 
had the beginning of the modern body- 
camera movement, that if you have 
those cameras on your body and you 
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have them turned on, the escalation of 
violence, for whatever reason, happens 
much less frequently. The police officer 
knows that camera is on, and the per-
son they are dealing with knows that 
camera is on, and it seems to make a 
difference. 

Reporting when there are deaths or 
serious injuries due to the use of 
force—and those are investigated, I be-
lieve, in every department in America, 
but there is no reason they shouldn’t 
also be reported to see if there is a pat-
tern that involves either an individual 
or a pattern that involves a depart-
ment that needs to be looked at. 

Sharing records, as I said before, is 
critically important so that one bad of-
ficer doesn’t get passed from one de-
partment to another. 

There are things in the realm of 
training where this legislation helps of-
ficers get training on tactics to deesca-
late a situation when it gets out of 
control. Officers want this kind of 
training. Officers want the kind of 
training that makes it easier for them 
to understand that if they are in a situ-
ation where mental health is the prob-
lem or opioid addiction is the problem 
or drug addiction is the problem, are 
they dealing with a real criminal here 
or are they dealing with somebody who 
has gotten themselves in a situation in 
which they need to figure out how to 
get them in a different and better 
place. 

While we need to move quickly to 
take up this legislation, I think there 
are some areas where the administra-
tion can act and is acting, based on an-
nouncements that were made this week 
and things that weren’t announced this 
week. 

I talked to Attorney General Barr a 
couple of weeks ago as these incidents 
began to become more clear in the 
sense of problems that could be within 
entire police departments and encour-
aged him to restore more of the pat-
tern and practice reviews that were 
part of what the Justice Department 
used for about a decade. They were in 
place until November of 2018. I think 
they need to be back in place. 

We know from past usage that they 
don’t have to be used on any situation 
or every situation, but they can be 
used. We have seen them used in my 
State in Ferguson, MO, in surrounding 
St. Louis County, which had a much 
bigger department and asked for a vol-
untary review, and the city of St. 
Louis, which has a big police depart-
ment but not as big as St. Louis Coun-
ty in 2014 and 2017. Whether that review 
was voluntary or even if it involved a 
consent decree, I think that the case 
can be made that things happened in 
those three departments that might 
not have happened otherwise. 

The Attorney General and I both 
agreed that if you don’t have a tool in 
the toolbox, you can’t use it. It is im-
portant to see what you need to do to 
put every tool in the toolbox, even if it 
is a tool that you have previously 
taken out and said: Well, maybe we 

don’t need that any longer. If you don’t 
need it, you don’t have to use it. But 
you are certainly not going to be able 
to use it if you don’t have it. 

President Trump took some addi-
tional steps that I was supportive of 
and talked about earlier this week 
when the Presiding Officer and I were 
at our leadership stakeout: officers 
with better tools to deal with mental 
health, homelessness, addiction issues. 

Missouri is one of the eight Excel-
lence in Mental Health States. This is 
legislation—bipartisan legislation— 
that I have worked on for several years 
with Senator STABENOW from Michi-
gan. It allows law enforcement to con-
nect people with the help they need 
and wind up having them someplace 
more appropriate than either jail or 
court. 

In fact, the Department of Health 
and Human Services, in monitoring 
this program, says that it has led to a 
60-percent decrease in jail time. Part of 
that is, a lot of people don’t wind up 
going to jail because it makes it more 
possible for people in many of the de-
partments in my State and in others to 
have a constant contact with that 
mental health professional. Maybe it is 
on the iPad that they are carrying with 
them, where they can get that 24/7 con-
nection with a healthcare professional. 
It certainly benefits from the training 
that many Missouri officers have had 
now in crisis intervention. 

In Kansas City, in St. Louis County, 
in St. Louis city, in Springfield, I have 
ridden with officers and talked to offi-
cers and watched how this happens, 
and that builds confidence. Senator 
SCOTT’s bill builds the same kind of 
confidence. 

I have heard some of our friends on 
the other side say: Well, I am for 80 
percent of what is in that bill. No, they 
don’t even say that. They say: I am for 
80 percent of the bill. Now, what is the 
difference? Being for 80 percent of the 
bill means that there are things in it 
you don’t want, but they also say more 
frequently: No, that bill has 80 percent 
of what I want in it already. 

Well, let me remind our friends how 
you make a law. Under the Constitu-
tion, the House passes a bill, and 
maybe you like that better. The Senate 
passes a bill, and maybe the Senate has 
80 percent of what you would like to 
see in the final bill in Senate bill, and 
then you go to conference. It was 
taught in every civic school book that 
every Member of the Senate studied, 
and we don’t do it much anymore. 

You can’t get to conference unless 
there is a Senate product. No matter 
how much you love the House bill if 
you are a Member of the Senate, you 
don’t get to weigh in on the House bill 
unless you have a Senate bill that al-
lows you to go to that conference. 

This would be the perfect time when 
Members of the Senate say—and you 
and I should be listening carefully over 
the next few days when they say ‘‘80 
percent of what I want is in that bill or 
85 percent of what I want is in that 

bill,’’ particularly, if they—usually, 
they are not saying ‘‘There is nothing 
in the bill I don’t want; it just doesn’t 
have everything I do want.’’ Well, if 80 
percent of what you want is in the bill 
and the House passes another bill that 
you like better, maybe you come out of 
that conference with 90 percent of what 
you want. If a solution that gets you 90 
percent of what you want or 80 percent 
of what you want is the alternative to 
zero percent of what you want, if you 
want to be a legislator, you have to fig-
ure out that that is a better path for 
you to take than the zero-percent path. 

It would be tragic next week if the 
result of the House deliberation and, 
this month, if the result of the Senate 
deliberation is that there is no further 
discussion because everybody has de-
cided that if it wasn’t everything they 
wanted, they didn’t want to have the 
process that we used to call—and the 
Constitution calls and civic books 
call—the legislative process. 

These are not the first struggles we 
have faced together as a nation. We 
have come a long way. We still have a 
long way to go. 

Remember, the Constitution doesn’t 
even promise a perfect Union. It prom-
ises a more perfect Union. You get to a 
more perfect Union one step at a time, 
not all at once. My guess is, we will al-
ways be on the journey toward a more 
perfect Union. 

Senator SCOTT has given us an oppor-
tunity to take some of the important 
steps on that journey and make the 
Union more perfect than it is right 
now. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SCOTT of Florida). The Senator from 
Alaska. 

f 

AMERICAN ENERGY INNOVATION 
ACT 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday, just a few days ago, I con-
vened a hearing of the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee, and we 
were focused on the impacts of COVID– 
19 and how this pandemic has impacted 
our Nation’s energy industry. We had a 
lot of discussions about the impact of 
COVID on the Nation, on our economy, 
and I think it is probably fair to say 
that every facet of our society has been 
impacted, but it is certainly clear to 
me as a Senator for the State of Alaska 
and as chairman of the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee that the 
energy sector has suffered perhaps 
uniquely and I think acutely. 
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We have seen limits on business and 

travel and social activities, and we 
think about those limitations, the far- 
reaching consequences they have on 
our Nation’s energy producers, whether 
it is those who produce oil and gas, 
coal, renewables, advanced technology 
such as nuclear power, and all those 
who help us produce our energy and use 
our energy more efficiently, all aspects 
have been impacted. 

At the hearing, we had some pretty 
good testimony that our witnesses 
were able to explain and quantify some 
of those impacts. We heard that U.S. 
oil production has declined by almost 2 
million barrels per day. Spot prices for 
liquefied natural gas have effectively 
collapsed, creating challenges for ex-
port projects. Domestic electricity con-
sumption is projected to decline by 5.7 
percent this year, largely due to the 
closure of businesses and, of course, the 
shelter-in-place orders. 

It is not just the oil and gas sector. 
The renewable energy sector has also 
faced substantial supply chain disrup-
tions. The efficiency sector has faced 
health and safety restrictions in homes 
and buildings. Overall, we were told 
that the energy industry has lost an es-
timated 1.3 million jobs since early 
March, including more than 600,000 jobs 
associated with clean energy. 

It is a good reminder in terms of 
where we have seen this direct impact 
and the impact on jobs, but our hearing 
was also a reminder that the energy in-
dustry can be a key leader, be a sector 
that can really help lead our Nation’s 
economic recovery. 

When you think about energy itself, 
this is a finished product. It is a feed-
stock. It is a raw material. It is an 
input. It is an output. It is value added, 
a natural resource, tradeable com-
modity, a precious asset. It is clearly 
critical infrastructure and emergency 
reserves. It is financial, collateral, and 
competitive exports. It is a source of 
high-paying and high-skilled jobs in its 
own right. 

I think we recognize that current low 
prices are good for us. We are seeing 
our families pay less and, thus, they 
can devote to other priorities. The un-
derlying message here is the energy in-
dustry is an important component to 
how we move to this phase of economic 
recovery. What can we do to help this 
industry and, thus, the broader econ-
omy recovery? 

It was interesting because we had a 
panel of five witnesses before us. Sev-
eral of those witnesses all pointed to 
the same piece of legislation as one of 
the answers as to how we can help the 
economy recover, and that is a bill 
that those of us on the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee developed 
throughout last year. We called it the 
American Energy Innovation Act. We 
refer to it as our energy bill. It will en-
sure that the United States remains a 
global energy leader while strength-
ening our national security, investing 
in clean technologies, and securing our 
Nation’s supply chain. 

It is a pretty wide-ranging bill. It 
covers everything from energy effi-
ciency to renewables. We have a strong 
focus on carbon capture. The big an-
chor piece is energy storage. Advanced 
nuclear plays a key role and also vehi-
cle technologies. We focused on min-
eral security and recognizing the key 
aspects of secure supply chains, grid 
and cyber security, workforce mod-
ernization. Really, it is all areas that 
will work to help our economy, boost 
our international competitiveness, and 
protect human health and the global 
environment. 

At the hearing on Tuesday, one of 
our witnesses described this energy 
bill, our American Energy Innovation 
Act, as ‘‘foundational.’’ I really think 
it is foundational. 

Where are we with this foundational 
energy bill that has been the work of 
such a good, strong collaborative com-
mittee process? It was clearly timely 
for the Senate to be considering this in 
this year—certainly before the pan-
demic—and it is even more critical, 
more timely that we consider it now. 

When we had an opportunity to bring 
this to the floor earlier, there was a de-
sire and an interest in making sure 
that we were focusing on our clean and 
renewable energy sector. We do that 
within that bill. 

It has been interesting because in the 
past several weeks, we have heard calls 
from Members of this body to prioritize 
a robust clean energy recovery plan. 
There was a letter from 24 Members of 
the Senate who urged Senate leader-
ship to ‘‘prioritize a robust clean en-
ergy recovery plan.’’ In their letter, 
they call for investments in renewable 
energy, energy storage, energy effi-
ciency, clean vehicles, clean and effi-
cient infrastructure, clean fuels, and 
workforce development. That sounds 
pretty much like what we included 
within our American Energy Innova-
tion Act. 

I sent many of them just a quick let-
ter detailing how our bill really does 
accomplish just that, including the 
specifics that focus on each of these 
priorities, and encourage them to help 
me pass it. 

As you may recall, we had the Amer-
ican Energy Innovation Act on the 
Senate floor at the end of February 
just before the pandemic took hold. 
Again, I mentioned the collaborative 
process that went into building that 
bill. We spent a lot of time in the En-
ergy Committee working through a lot 
of the issues that had some conflict 
and to reduce that conflict so we could 
get a good, strong bipartisan product. 
As a consequence, we have a bill that 
contains the priorities for more than 70 
Senators. It is supported by more than 
200 organizations. We incorporated 18 
amendments on the floor working 
through that process. 

The Senate ultimately denied cloture 
on March 9. This was just before the 
shelter in place and the work from 
home orders began. We hit a wall there. 
The unfortunate reality is we hit that 

wall. We were derailed with this impor-
tant legislative effort not because of an 
impasse that we had with the contents 
of our bill, but it was an unrelated dis-
pute from another committee. It was 
not something that, as chairman, I 
could have anticipated. There was no 
warning that it was going to be an 
issue for our bill. In fairness, we didn’t 
have any power as the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee to work it 
out for this other committee. We were 
hamstrung by it. 

Effectively, what happened then was 
a year of good, strong committee work 
by the Energy Committee is now being 
held hostage in a fight in another com-
mittee. I have been patient with this, 
but I would remind colleagues that we 
are not getting any more extra legisla-
tive days being added. The clock is 
ticking here. This is a matter that, 
again, when this came before us while 
we were on this floor trying to work 
out the last of the amendments, this 
came up at the last minute, and we 
were promised a resolution at that 
time. We will have this fixed in a 
month. Well, it has been over 3 months 
now since this became an issue. Again, 
we have lost valuable time. 

This issue from the EPW Committee 
is holding back a strong, bipartisan bill 
that would allow us to modernize our 
Nation’s energy policies for the first 
time in more than a dozen years. 

In a week where I have certainly 
been reminded about the importance of 
energy and, again, heard good, strong 
support for our energy bill, I would tell 
my colleagues that we need to redouble 
our efforts on this to advance this bill. 
We need to unlock this energy bill, 
which is a good bill that is ready to go, 
from the complications that have been 
created within another committee. 

I like to pride myself on being a pret-
ty good team player around here. I 
want to give people space to work their 
issues out, but I think it is time, again, 
for those who are able to hold the key 
to this to help us unlock this so we can 
move a significant priority—not just 
for the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee but a significant priority 
for every Member in this Chamber be-
cause it doesn’t make any difference if 
you are a Republican or a Democrat, if 
you come from an urban area or a rural 
area, when it comes to the strength of 
our Nation’s economy, the 
foundational interest here, the founda-
tions rest solidly on energy. 

So an opportunity to update and 
modernize our energy policies in a way 
that benefits us all is something that I 
would hope we can all agree to. I want 
to get this bill moving. 

We had a win this week that origi-
nated in the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee when it comes to 
some of our land and conservation 
measures. The Great American Out-
doors Act passed by a strong margin. It 
was the work of a lot of good people, 
but both measures, the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund, as well as the Re-
store Our Parks Act, began with the 
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good work of a committee working to-
gether to move those pieces of legisla-
tion through the committee process. It 
is not perfect, in my view, but I knew 
these were good policies that many 
Members across both sides of the aisle 
wanted to place a priority on. 

Let’s figure out how we can make 
something like that happen. I am 
proud of the fact that we can move 
good initiatives through this com-
mittee. 

I will just remind you we have an-
other good initiative that we are ready 
to go on. 

f 

THE JUSTICE ACT 

Mrs. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
want to end my few moments on the 
floor with an acknowledgement of 
where we are going to be next week. It 
has been made clear that we are going 
to have an opportunity to bring up for 
discussion legislation that has been 
drafted by Senator TIM SCOTT from 
South Carolina, along with a group of 
fellow colleagues over here, focused on 
matters relating to policing reforms. 

My hope—it is more than a hope; it is 
really a prayer. My prayer is that we 
will come to this floor next week as 
colleagues and as individuals who want 
to bring to bear good policy for a coun-
try at a time that is so desperate for 
leadership that is responsive, leader-
ship that has demonstrated a willing-
ness to listen to the raw emotion of 
what we have seen expressed across 
this country in the few weeks since the 
terrible death and killing of George 
Floyd but recognizing that it is far 
more than the horrible death of one in-
dividual. It is a history that in many 
parts of our country is raw and open 
and needs to be addressed. 

My prayer is that we can come to 
this floor not here to debate through a 
partisan lens but here to debate those 
issues that are so important and so im-
perative for the American public to 
hear; that the response is not a Repub-
lican effort versus a Democratic effort, 
but that these are matters that we 
must address, whether it is how we en-
sure that there is full and fair account-
ability, whether it relates to safe polic-
ing practices, whether it is how we ad-
dress the concerns with modern polic-
ing when there are issues before our 
law enforcement officers that span the 
scope of how we address mental health 
issues—those with addictions—and how 
we respond from a broader view and 
lens but do so with our hearts rather 
than trying to project through our po-
litical alignment. 

I even hesitate to say because some 
would ask: Well, exactly what do you 
mean by that? 

I guess what I am asking for us to do 
is to come here and debate honestly 
about where we are as a nation, and 
that comes to ensuring that when we 
speak of justice, that we speak of jus-
tice for all in a way that is inclusive, 
that is fair, that is equal, and that is 
compassionate; that we recognize that 

the men and women who get up every 
morning or stay out late every evening 
to protect and defend, that we are 
there with them and for them as they 
serve us. 

I am asking for us to come into our 
work next week with open hearts and 
open minds, having listened well. If we 
do that, I can only suspect that the 
outcome will be good. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NOMINATION OBJECTION 
WITHDRAWAL 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I pre-
viously notified the Chamber of my ob-
jection to the nominations of Marshall 
Billingslea, of Virginia, to be Under 
Secretary of State for Arms Control 
and International Security and Chris-
topher C. Miller, of Virginia, to be Di-
rector of the National Counterter-
rorism Center, Office of the Director of 
National Intelligence. On June 12, 2020, 
I received two letters: one from the De-
partment of State, which contained a 
copy of recent correspondence between 
the administration to the Council of 
the Inspectors General on Integrity 
and Efficiency, CIGIE, requesting that 
CIGIE investigate specific allegations 
into the conduct of the State Depart-
ment Inspector General, State IG, 
Steve Linick, and another separate let-
ter from the White House Counsel con-
cerning the removal of Intelligence 
Community Inspector General, IC IG, 
Michael Atkinson. Without making 
comment regarding the veracity of the 
allegations made against Mr. Linick, I 
believe that these letters fulfill the 
President’s requirement to provide 
Congress reasons for the removal of the 
IC IG and the State IG, as required by 
the Inspector General Reform Act. It is 
for this reason that I withdraw my ob-
jection to both Mr. Billingslea and Mr. 
Miller. 

The letter from the White House 
Counsel regarding the removal of the 
IC IG repeats a previous letter from the 
White House which stated that the 
President had lost confidence in the IC 
IG. However, the White House Counsel 
enclosed with that letter a transcript 
of President Trump providing his rea-
sons for removing Mr. Atkinson to the 
press and has informed me that those 
reasons represent the President’s offi-
cial explanation of Mr. Atkinson’s re-
moval to Congress. I believe that this 
transcript and its transmittal to Con-
gress has fulfilled the statutory notice 
requirement of the Inspector General 
Reform Act. It is for this reason that I 
withdraw my objection to Mr. Miller. 

Here follow my comments to the 
President, including my actions and ra-

tionale: although the Constitution 
gives the President the authority to 
manage executive branch personnel, 
Congress has made it clear by law that 
should the President fire an inspector 
general, there ought to be a good rea-
son for it. No such reason was provided 
when the President informed Congress 
of the removal of Mr. Atkinson on 
April 3, 2020. Thus, in a bipartisan let-
ter on April 8, 2020, my colleagues and 
I reminded the President of his require-
ment under the statute to provide rea-
sons for removing an IG. On May 15, 
2020, the President notified Congress of 
his intent to remove Mr. Linick. This 
notification also lacked reasons for the 
removal spurring my solo letter on 
May 18, 2020, again reminding the 
President of his requirement to provide 
reasons. 

After a delay, and a personal call 
with the White House Counsel, I was 
promised a response to my letters that 
would fulfill the statutory notice re-
quirement. On May 26, 2020, I received 
a response from the White House Coun-
sel explaining the President’s Constitu-
tional removal authority, which I 
never questioned. However, the letter 
still contained no reason for the re-
movals as required by law. This failure 
to comply with the statute prompted 
my objection to both Mr. Miller and 
Mr. Billingslea on June 4, 2020. 

On June 6, 2020, I asked the White 
House to provide written reasons for 
the removals. We discussed several 
issues. I took this opportunity to talk 
to the White House and I told them 
that I needed reasons for the firing of 
IGs to be submitted in writing. 

On June 12, 2020, I received the en-
closed letter from the State Depart-
ment which finally fulfills the execu-
tive branch’s legal requirement to pro-
vide Congress reasons for an IG’s re-
moval with regard to Mr. Linick. 

Here is my view on the firing of Mr. 
Linick. The State Department’s cor-
respondence with CIGIE provided four 
reasons for Mr. Linick’s removal, all 
involving the investigation of the leak 
of information to a news reporter per-
taining to an IG report, which the re-
porter claims to be based on informa-
tion garnered from ‘‘two government 
sources involved in carrying out the in-
vestigation. The letter to CIGIE re-
quests that they begin an investigation 
into Mr. Linick’s alleged trans-
gressions, including his: 1) ‘‘failure to 
formally refer to CIGIE . . . the inves-
tigation of [the] leak’’; 2) ‘‘hand selec-
tion’’ of the Department of Defense 
OIG to conduct the leak investigation; 
3) ‘‘non-compliance with State Depart-
ment Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
email policies’’; and 4) refusal to sup-
ply Department of State leadership 
with a copy or summary of the leak in-
vestigation report despite ‘‘repeated re-
quests’’ from State Department leader-
ship. These claims are as of yet 
unverified but the President has of-
fered an additional briefing on the 
matter from State Department offi-
cials. I am in the process of scheduling 
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such a briefing and reviewing the addi-
tional relevant information. 

After reviewing the provided ration-
ale, I have several concerns. Chief 
among them is that CIGIE does not 
traditionally conduct investigations 
into agency or OIG leaks. It reviews al-
legations against individuals but not 
IG offices and generally lacks the funds 
and resources to conduct work outside 
of their narrow scope. As a matter of 
course however, IGs do traditionally 
check each other’s work, and CIGIE 
often suggests that allegations against 
IGs or their offices be referred to peer 
IGs. This is done when crucial IG inde-
pendence must be maintained but the 
appearance of conflicts of interest may 
arise. It would also not be 
uncharacteristic for an IG to safeguard 
the office’s statutorily required inde-
pendence by potentially refusing to 
provide internal information to its par-
ent agency. In short, although it would 
make little sense for CIGIE to conduct 
the leak investigation in the manner 
desired by the State Department, it 
would not be outside the bounds of 
precedent for one office of inspector 
general to conduct an investigation 
into another. 

Although I have not yet had the op-
portunity to verify the allegations re-
garding Mr. Linick, as I noted earlier, 
the President retains the constitu-
tional authority to manage executive 
branch personnel. My objection to 
these nominees was designed to prompt 
compliance with the IG Reform Act, 
which the President has now done with 
regards to Mr. Linick. Therefore, I am 
withdrawing my objection to Mr. 
Billingslea. 

On June 12, 2020, I received the en-
closed letter from the White House 
Counsel which finally fulfills the exec-
utive branch’s legal requirement to 
provide Congress reasons for an IG’s re-
moval with regard to Mr. Atkinson. 

As it pertains to Mr. Atkinson: Even 
though the President satisfied the re-
quirements of the law, I do not agree 
that the provided reasons merited Mr. 
Atkinson’s removal. In the provided 
transcript the President states, ‘‘I 
thought [ Atkinson] did a terrible job. 
Absolutely terrible . . . But ask him, 
‘Why didn’t you go and see the [tran-
script of my phone call with the 
Ukrainian president]?’ There was no 
rush. [Atkinson] said, ‘Oh we’d have to 
rush it.’ ’’ I infer from this statement 
that the reason(s) that the President 
removed Mr. Atkinson was because of 
the speed with which he sought to 
bring the whistleblower information to 
Congress and/or his role generally in 
the impeachment process. 

With respect to this objection con-
cerning Mr. Atkinson’s supposed haste, 
it is necessary to review the IC IG’s re-
sponsibility under the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010. 
The act provides the IC IG only 14 days 
to determine if an ‘‘urgent concern’’ 
‘‘appears credible’’ and transmit that 
information to the Office of the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence, ODNI. No-

tably, the law also does not require 
that a full investigation of a whistle 
blower’s allegations be completed be-
fore the information is provided to 
Congress. Reading such a requirement 
into the law could result in critical and 
relevant information not reaching the 
ODNI or Congress in a timely manner, 
and could pose a chilling effect on 
whistleblowers’ willingness to report 
urgent concerns and other issues of 
waste, fraud, and abuse in the intel-
ligence community. That being said, I 
understand and appreciate the Presi-
dent’s irritation with this IG’s action 
being a factor in the House of Rep-
resentative’s impeachment. 

In those remarks, the President also 
said that ‘‘they give this whistleblower 
a status that he doesn’t deserve . . . . 
And, frankly, somebody ought to sue 
[him].’’ To the extent that the Presi-
dent is referring to Mr. Atkinson’s de-
termination that the whistleblower al-
legation at issue amounted to an ur-
gent concern under the law, there re-
mains a significant difference of legal 
opinion on this matter. The President’s 
position is supported by the Depart-
ment of Justice Office of Legal Coun-
sel, and Presidents routinely follow the 
legal determinations of that office. 
However, whether or not the whistle-
blower’s allegation meets the legal def-
inition of an ‘‘urgent concern’’ under 
the law, I obviously do not agree that 
person should be sued or otherwise re-
taliated against. 

My objection to these nominees was 
designed to prompt compliance with 
the IG Reform Act, which the Presi-
dent has now done with regards to Mr. 
Atkinson. Therefore, I am withdrawing 
my objection to Mr. Miller. 

Although some may want to believe 
that this is a new issue unique to this 
administration, it certainly is not. In 
July of 2009, then President Obama re-
moved the Corporation for National 
and Community Service—CNCS—In-
spector General, Gerald Walpin, from 
his post in a very similar manner and 
also did not provide reasons for re-
moval. This began a bout of negotia-
tions that resulted in not only the hold 
of several Presidential nominees but 
also a bicameral congressional inves-
tigation into the matter. In that case, 
I similarly pushed for compliance with 
the statute, held up a nominee to ob-
tain information, and disagreed with 
the stated reasons for Mr. Walpin’s re-
moval. In the end, Mr. Walpin was 
never reinstated. 

Given the misinterpretation of the 
statute by successive administrations 
from both political parties, it is appar-
ent that Congress must clarify the 
statute to ensure inspectors general 
are able to continue operating without 
undue interference. So I am intro-
ducing a bipartisan bill today to ac-
complish just that. 

(At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
∑ Ms. ROSEN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
will not be present to vote on the con-

firmation of Justin Walker, vote 123, to 
be a judge on the District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals. Were I present, I 
would vote nay.∑ 

f 

JUNETEENTH 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, tomor-

row, we will commemorate the 155th 
Juneteenth, the celebration of the end 
of chattel slavery in the United States. 
On June 19, 1865, Major General Gordon 
Granger and Union soldiers delivered 
the news of liberation to one of the last 
remaining confederate outposts in Gal-
veston, TX. The Civil War had ended, 
and the last remaining enslaved Black 
Americans were free. General Gordon’s 
decree would arrive over 2 years after 
President Abraham Lincoln issued the 
Emancipation Proclamation. 

For millions of Black Americans, 
Juneteenth traditionally has been a 
celebration of this freedom; it is also a 
day of reflection and education on a 
history that we all must confront. 
There is much to inform us about our 
present times that we can learn from 
the story of Juneteenth. It is the story 
of America, the story of my home 
State of Maryland. Each year, I aim to 
share these lessons and resources with 
my constituents through my office and 
in recognizing the continued work we 
must do to elevate Black history and 
create a more tolerant society. This 
year, my office will close to commemo-
rate the holiday and allow staff the 
time to reflect on its important histor-
ical lessons. 

Juneteenth is a reminder that, even 
after the signing of Abraham Lincoln’s 
seminal declaration, that even in a Na-
tion whose founding documents should 
have enshrined liberty and justice for 
all of its inhabitants, freedom was a 
dream deferred for Black Americans. It 
is a reminder that liberation was hard 
fought by those who were denied it, in-
cluding abolition leaders like Mary-
landers Frederick Douglass and Harriet 
Tubman, who then passed the torch to 
civil rights leaders and social move-
ments past and present who are still 
fighting to realize equal justice under 
law. Equal justice under law is a prom-
ise the Declaration of Independence, 
the U.S. Constitution, and the Emanci-
pation Proclamation all made, but it 
remains elusive, so the struggle con-
tinues. 

In this way, Juneteenth is a quin-
tessential American holiday. The insti-
tution of chattel slavery is interwoven 
throughout American history and 
would become the architecture for un-
just systems that still stand today. The 
Juneteenth liberation would precede 
over a century of continued oppression, 
oppression through stigmatization, pol-
icymaking, voter disenfranchisement, 
and Jim Crow segregation laws, which 
continued to widen the gaps of social, 
economic, and political achievement 
for Black Americans in our society. Ac-
knowledging its sinister legacy and the 
efforts to chip away at it are critical to 
understanding how to dismantle it 
from its core. 
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Through the lens of recent trage-

dies—the police killings of Breonna 
Taylor, George Floyd and, just this 
week, Rayshard Brooks—and the 
worldwide anti-racism protests they 
have sparked, this education is more 
important than ever. We are being 
called to connect the dots in our his-
tory and take action to bring about 
meaningful change, to save lives, and 
to right the wrongs of the past. We are 
being called, yet again, to answer in 
what ways are our constitutional 
promises still left unfulfilled for Black 
Americans? 

Answering this question is essential 
to addressing police and criminal jus-
tice reform. From the establishment of 
deputized slave patrols in the Amer-
ican South, to the enforcement of seg-
regation laws through the 1960s, to 
mass incarceration and dispropor-
tionate police violence in our present 
day, Black Americans have often faced 
systemic racism that the law either re-
quired or permitted. The same 13th 
Amendment that abolished slavery did 
so in all forms except incarceration, 
shrouding the institution in a new 
light and enabling the continued sup-
pression of freedom and rights. 

Today, Black Americans are still 
twice as likely to be killed by police as 
White Americans. And despite rep-
resenting only 12 percent of the U.S. 
adult population, Black Americans 
make up 33 percent of the sentenced 
prison population. We have seen the 
brutal videos. We see the painful list of 
names of men and women killed at the 
hands of police brutality. We see the ef-
fects of this cyclical system on the 
health of our communities and families 
every day. We must act to stop it. 

The roots of systemic racism in law 
enforcement were planted centuries 
ago and can be unraveled with targeted 
and conscious action. This is why I 
have been proud to work with my col-
leagues Senators BOOKER and HARRIS 
on crafting police reform legislation 
that works toward justice and systemic 
change, the Justice in Policing Act. 
This broader legislation includes two 
bills I have introduced for several 
years, the End Racial and Religious 
Profiling Act and the Law Enforcement 
Trust and Integrity Act. The Justice in 
Policing Act would prohibit racial 
profiling, improve officer training, and 
hold officers accountable for the mis-
conduct that keeps alive the culture 
has reinforced centuries of oppression. 
I hope the Senate can pass this bill. 
Equal treatment of individuals under 
the law must not be a partisan issue. 

All Americans must recognize and 
celebrate Juneteenth so that we may 
face these harsh realities about our 
past and present and understand that 
the fight for freedom is ongoing. We 
cannot ignore our past, for it is with us 
here in the present in many forms. The 
wounds of our Nation will not heal 
until we identify and name their source 
and commit to doing the work in Con-
gress and in our communities to mend 
them. Freedom has never been free, nor 

has it ever come easily. Let us cele-
brate liberation by doing everything 
we can to fight for it for generations to 
come. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO CHIEF MASTER 
SERGEANT DEL G. ATKINSON 

∑ Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the career of U.S. 
Air National Guard CMSgt. Del G. At-
kinson, who is retiring after almost 40 
years of faithful service to our country. 

Chief Atkinson entered Federal Ac-
tive-Duty service in the U.S. Army in 
August 1982. He was stationed in 
Nuremburg, West Germany, with the 
595th Military Police Company, First 
Armored Division ‘‘Old Ironsides’’ and 
the 101st Airborne Division ‘‘Screaming 
Eagles’’ with the 101st Military Police 
Company Fort Campbell, KY. 

Upon completion of his Army service, 
he entered into the Air National 
Guard. During his lengthy career in the 
Guard, Chief Atkinson served a number 
of combat deployments, including Op-
erations Southern Watch, Enduring 
Freedom, Iraqi Freedom, and Coronet 
Oak. 

Chief Atkinson used his experience in 
the Army to launch a career in law en-
forcement, working as a member of the 
University of Arkansas Police Depart-
ment and the Springdale, AR, Police 
Department. 

Over the course of almost 36 years, 
his military service took him around 
the globe, and yet, whether it was in 
Arkansas, our Nation’s Capital, or 
overseas, he and I always seemed to be 
crossing paths. 

A number of those occasions were 
more than just fortunate cir-
cumstances, as for a time, he was part 
of a team responsible for providing pro-
tection for aircraft transitioning be-
tween overseas airfields with inad-
equate security. 

He often found himself assigned to 
Senate, congressional, and White 
House missions. I was privileged to 
have been onboard for some of those 
flights. My colleagues and I relied on 
Del and his teammates, for our protec-
tion as we traveled to some dangerous 
parts of the world. 

On those trips, I remember looking 
back on his time in local law enforce-
ment and thinking to myself how spe-
cial it was that northwest Arkansas 
had extra representation onboard. Del 
and his colleagues took great care of 
us, each and every time, and for that, I 
will always be appreciative. 

Chief Atkinson was promoted eight 
times during the course of his military 
career. He earned a number of pres-
tigious awards and medals including a 
Meritorious Service Medal with three 
oakleaf clusters and the Joint Service 
Commendation Medal. 

His pride in our Nation and his fellow 
servicemembers is apparent, including 
with his service as a member of the 

Liberty Jump Team, where he per-
formed commemorative parachute 
jumps honoring veterans of wars and 
foreign conflicts. He joined the team 
because he ‘‘wanted to give back to the 
Greatest Generation’’ and honor how 
they ‘‘overcame all obstacles and per-
severed to win the victory on all 
fronts.’’ 

I remain grateful for Del’s combat 
service to the Nation, dedication to 
keeping the UA campus and the com-
munity of Springdale safe during his 
law enforcement days, and commit-
ment to keep alive the memory of 
those who sacrificed for our Nation. I 
wish him years of joy and happiness in 
retirement.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Roberts, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

In executive session the Presiding Of-
ficer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
and treaties, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

S. 3985. A bill to improve and reform polic-
ing practices, accountability, and trans-
parency. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–4856. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Sustainment, Department of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of DFARS 
Clause ‘Notification of Anticipated Contract 
Termination or Reduction’’’ (RIN0750–AK56) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 17, 2020; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–4857. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Sustainment, Department of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Repeal of Annual Reporting 
Requirements to Congressional Defense 
Committees’’ (RIN0750–AK91) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
17, 2020; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

EC–4858. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Sustainment, Department of Defense, 
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transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Market Research and Con-
sideration of Value for the Determination of 
Price’’ (RIN0750–AK65) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 17, 
2020; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–4859. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Sustainment, Department of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Justification and Approval 
Threshold for 8(a) Contracts’’ (RIN0750–AK93) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 17, 2020; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–4860. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Sustainment, Department of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Qualifications Requirements 
for Contracting Positions’’ (RIN0750–AK99) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 17, 2020; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–4861. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Home Mortgage Dis-
closure (Regulation C)’’ (RIN3170–AA76) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 17, 2020; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–4862. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Remittance Trans-
fers under the Electronic Fund Transfer Act 
(Regulation E)’’ (RIN3170–AA96) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 17, 2020; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–4863. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a notification of the designa-
tion of Jason Kearns as Chairman and Ran-
dolph J. Stayin as Vice Chairman of the 
United States International Trade Commis-
sion, effective June 17, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–4864. A communication from the Regu-
lations Coordinator, Centers for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act; HHS Notice of Benefit and Payment Pa-
rameters for 2021; Notice Requirement for 
Non-Federal Government Plans’’ (RIN0938– 
AT98) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 15, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–4865. A communication from the Regu-
lations Coordinator, Centers for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Medicare and Medicaid Programs; Policy 
and Regulatory Revisions in Response to the 
COVID–19 Public Health Emergency’’ 
(RIN0938–AU31) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 15, 2020; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–4866. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the continuation of 
the national emergency that was originally 
declared in Executive Order 13466 of June 26, 
2008, with respect to North Korea, received in 
the office of the President of the Senate on 
June 17, 2020; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–4867. A communication from the Chair-
man, Medicare Payment Advisory Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
entitled ‘‘June 2020 Report to the Congress: 

Medicare and the Health Care Delivery Sys-
tem’’; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–4868. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Federal Maritime Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Service Contracts’’ 
(RIN3072–AC80) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 17, 2020; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–4869. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Federal Maritime Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Interpretive Rule on Demur-
rage and Detention Under the Shipping Act’’ 
(RIN3072–AC76) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 17, 2020; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–4870. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Maritime Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the 58th Annual 
Report of the activities of the Federal Mari-
time Commission for fiscal year 2019; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petition or memorial 
was laid before the Senate and was re-
ferred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM–204. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Senate of the State of Louisiana urg-
ing the United States Congress to take such 
actions as are necessary to review the Gov-
ernment Pension Offset and the Windfall 
Elimination Provision Social Security ben-
efit reductions and to consider eliminating 
or reducing them by supporting H.R. 141 and 
S. 521 of the 116th Congress, the Social Secu-
rity Fairness Act; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 34 
Whereas, the Congress of the United States 

of America has enacted both the Government 
Pension Offset (GPO), reducing the spousal 
and survivor Social Security benefit, and the 
Windfall Elimination Provision (WEP), re-
ducing the earned Social Security benefit, 
payable to any person who also receives a 
public pension benefit earned in public em-
ployment not covered by Social Security; 
and 

Whereas, the GPO can negatively affect a 
retired public employee receiving a federal, 
state, or local government retirement or 
pension benefit earned in employment not 
covered by Social Security who would also 
be entitled to a Social Security benefit 
earned by the retiree’s spouse; and 

Whereas, the GPO formula reduces the 
spousal or survivor Social Security benefit 
by two-thirds of the amount of the federal, 
state, or local government retirement or 
pension benefit received by the retired public 
employee, in many cases completely elimi-
nating the Social Security benefit even 
though the retiree’s spouse paid Social Secu-
rity taxes throughout the marriage; and 

Whereas, according to the Congressional 
Research Service, nearly seven hundred 
thousand people were affected by the GPO in 
December 2018, including more than thirty- 
seven thousand Louisianians; and 

Whereas, the WEP applies to those persons 
who have earned federal, state, or local gov-
ernment retirement or pension benefits in 
public employment not covered by Social Se-
curity, in addition to paying social security 
taxes while working in employment covered 
by Social Security; and 

Whereas, the WEP reduces the earned So-
cial Security benefit using an averaged in-
dexed monthly earnings formula and may re-

duce Social Security benefits for affected 
persons by as much as one-half of the retire-
ment benefit earned as a public servant in 
employment not covered by Social Security; 
and 

Whereas, the WEP causes hardworking in-
dividuals to lose a significant portion of the 
Social Security benefits that they earned 
themselves; and 

Whereas, according to the Congressional 
Research Service, nearly two million people, 
or about three percent of all Social Security 
beneficiaries were affected by the WEP in 
December 2019; and 

Whereas, in certain circumstances both the 
WEP and the GPO can be applied to a quali-
fying survivor’s benefit, each independently 
reducing the available benefit and, in com-
bination, eliminating a large portion of the 
total Social Security benefit available to the 
survivor; and 

Whereas, because of the calculation char-
acteristics of the WEP and the GPO, they 
have a disproportionately negative effect on 
employees working in lower-wage govern-
ment jobs, like teachers, school workers, and 
state employees; and 

Whereas, the number of people affected by 
the WEP and the GPO is growing as nearly 
ten thousand baby boomers attain retire-
ment age each day; and 

Whereas, individuals drastically affected 
by the WEP and the GPO may have no choice 
but to return to work after retirement in 
order to make ends meet, but the earnings 
accumulated during reemployment in the 
public sector may further reduce the Social 
Security benefits the individual is entitled 
to; and 

Whereas, the global pandemic, the current 
financial market volatility, medical ad-
vances increasing longevity, and the esca-
lating cost of health care further contribute 
to the expenses that those of social security 
age must bear; and 

Whereas, the WEP and the GPO are estab-
lished in federal law, and repeal or reduction 
of the WEP and the GPO can be enacted only 
by Congress. Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to take such actions as are nec-
essary to review the Government Pension 
Offset and the Windfall Elimination Provi-
sion Social Security benefit reductions and 
to consider eliminating or reducing them by 
supporting H.R. 141 and S. 521 of the 116th 
Congress, the Social Security Fairness Act; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution 
shall be transmitted to the secretary of the 
United States Senate and the clerk of the 
United States House of Representatives and 
to each member of the Louisiana delegation 
to the United States Congress. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. WICKER, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
without amendment: 

S. 1069. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Commerce, acting through the Adminis-
trator of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, to establish a con-
stituent-driven program to provide a digital 
information platform capable of efficiently 
integrating coastal data with decision-sup-
port tools, training, and best practices and 
to support collection of priority coastal 
geospatial data to inform and improve local, 
State, regional, and Federal capacities to 
manage the coastal region, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 116–234). 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 

JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
PETERS, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. CARPER, 
Mr. LANKFORD, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. ROM-
NEY, Mr. TESTER, Ms. COLLINS, and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 3994. A bill to amend the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 to provide that the President 
or certain agency heads may remove an In-
spector General, or place an Inspector Gen-
eral on non-duty status, only if certain con-
ditions are satisfied, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN): 

S. 3995. A bill to limit the authority of 
States or other taxing jurisdictions to tax 
certain income of employees for employment 
duties performed in other States or taxing 
jurisdictions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. BARRASSO, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, Mr. BRAUN, Mr. COONS, Ms. 
CORTEZ MASTO, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. 
HAWLEY, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. RISCH, 
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. SCOTT of Florida, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, and Mr. TILLIS): 

S. 3996. A bill to amend the Foreign Rela-
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1979, re-
lating to the conduct of knowledge diplo-
macy; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. BARRASSO, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, Mr. BRAUN, Mr. COONS, Ms. 
CORTEZ MASTO, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. 
HAWLEY, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. RISCH, 
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. SCOTT of Florida, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, and Mr. TILLIS): 

S. 3997. A bill to strengthen the security 
and integrity of the United States scientific 
and research enterprise; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mrs. HYDE–SMITH (for herself and 
Mr. KING): 

S. 3998. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to simplify payments for 
telehealth services furnished by Federally 
qualified health centers or rural health clin-
ics under the Medicare program, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. KING (for himself and Mr. 
YOUNG): 

S. 3999. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to ensure access to men-
tal health and behavioral health services fur-
nished through telehealth under the Medi-
care program; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. WARREN (for herself, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. SANDERS, and Ms. 
HIRONO): 

S. 4000. A bill to require Federal law en-
forcement and prison officials to obtain or 
provide immediate medical attention to indi-
viduals in custody who display medical dis-
tress; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina (for 
himself, Mr. BROWN, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. CARPER, 
Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. CASEY, Mr. 
PERDUE, and Ms. HASSAN): 

S. 4001. A bill to amend title IX of the So-
cial Security Act to improve emergency un-
employment relief for governmental entities 
and nonprofit organizations; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Ms. 
DUCKWORTH): 

S. 4002. A bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to extend 
the interest rate limitation on debt entered 
into during military service to debt incurred 
during military service to consolidate or re-
finance student loans incurred before mili-
tary service; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. 
COONS, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. HARRIS, and Mr. 
REED): 

S. 4003. A bill to improve United States 
consideration of, and strategic support for, 
programs to prevent and respond to gender- 
based violence from the onset of humani-
tarian emergencies and to build the capacity 
of humanitarian actors to address the imme-
diate and long-term challenges resulting 
from such violence, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. RUBIO: 
S. 4004. A bill to ensure that college ath-

letes, and not institutions of higher edu-
cation, are able to profit from their name, 
image, and likeness, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Ms. WARREN: 
S. 4005. A bill to amend title 31, United 

States Code, to address claims of the United 
States Government relating to care received 
by civilians at military medical treatment 
facilities, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. HASSAN (for herself and Mr. 
ENZI): 

S. 4006. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to save Federal funds by au-
thorizing changes to the composition of cir-
culating coins, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself and Ms. 
CORTEZ MASTO): 

S. 4007. A bill to amend the Trade Act of 
1974 to modify the eligibility requirements 
for the Generalized System of Preferences to 
strengthen worker protections and to ensure 
that beneficiary developing countries afford 
equal rights and protection under the law, 
regardless of gender, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CASEY: 
S. 4008. A bill to amend the Bipartisan Con-

gressional Trade Priorities and Account-
ability Act of 2015 to require that any trade 
agreement subject to expedited procedures 
under that Act contain certain requirements 
relating to the origination of goods in non-
market economy countries; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. CASEY: 
S. 4009. A bill to reauthorize the Rivers of 

Steel National Heritage Area, the Lacka-
wanna Valley National Heritage Area, the 
Delaware and Lehigh National Heritage Cor-
ridor, the Schuylkill River Valley National 
Heritage Area, and the Oil Region National 
Heritage Area, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself and Ms. 
COLLINS): 

S. 4010. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to make permanent 
the authority of the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to issue priority review 
vouchers to encourage treatments for rare 
pediatric diseases; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for Mr. MAR-
KEY (for himself, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
Mr. SANDERS, Ms. WARREN, and Ms. 
HARRIS)): 

S. 4011. A bill to temporarily suspend cer-
tain immigration enforcement activities 
during disease-related emergencies; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WICKER (for himself, Ms. 
SINEMA, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr. COONS): 

S. 4012. A bill to establish a $120,000,000,000 
Restaurant Revitalization Fund to provide 
structured relief to food service or drinking 
establishments through December 31, 2020, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Ms. WARREN (for herself and Mr. 
SANDERS): 

S. 4013. A bill to prohibit certain trans-
actions during the coronavirus disease 2019 
(COVID–19) pandemic; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. 
COONS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. 
CASEY): 

S. 4014. A bill to provide for supplemental 
loans under the Paycheck Protection Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship. 

By Mr. THUNE: 
S. 4015. A bill to provide funds to assess the 

availability, accelerate the deployment, and 
improve the sustainability of advanced com-
munications services and communications 
infrastructure in rural America, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ: 
S. 4016. A bill to reiterate the support of 

Congress for the relationship between the 
United States and the Federal Republic of 
Germany, to prevent the weakening of the 
deterrence capacity of the United States in 
Europe, to prohibit use of funds to withdraw 
the United States Armed Forces from Eu-
rope, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. HOEVEN (for himself and Mr. 
KAINE): 

S. 4017. A bill to extend the period for obli-
gations or expenditures for amounts obli-
gated for the National Disaster Resilience 
competition; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and Mrs. 
SHAHEEN): 

S. Res. 628. A resolution celebrating the 
140th anniversary of the establishment of 
diplomatic relations between the United 
States and Romania; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. DAINES (for himself, Mr. 
PETERS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. KING, Mr. 
CRAMER, Ms. MCSALLY, Mr. GARDNER, 
and Ms. HIRONO): 

S. Res. 629. A resolution designating June 
2020 as ‘‘Great Outdoors Month’’; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. BOOZ-
MAN, Mrs. CAPITO, Ms. COLLINS, Ms. 
DUCKWORTH, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. JONES, 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. MANCHIN, Ms. 
SMITH, Mr. CARPER, and Mr. CARDIN): 

S. Res. 630. A resolution designating June 
20, 2020, as ‘‘American Eagle Day’’ and cele-
brating the recovery and restoration of the 
bald eagle, the national symbol of the United 
States; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. HAWLEY (for himself, Mr. 
BLUNT, and Mr. CRUZ): 

S. Res. 631. A resolution honoring the life 
and service of David Dorn and expressing 
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condolences to the family of David Dorn; 
considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. 
KAINE, and Mr. CRUZ): 

S. Res. 632. A resolution reaffirming the 
partnership between the United States and 
the Republic of Ecuador and recognizing the 
restoration and advancement of economic re-
lations, security, and development opportu-
nities in both nations; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 785 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
785, a bill to improve mental health 
care provided by the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 872 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
872, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to redesign $20 Federal 
reserve notes so as to include a like-
ness of Harriet Tubman, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1374 
At the request of Ms. MCSALLY, the 

names of the Senator from Iowa (Ms. 
ERNST) and the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. MERKLEY) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1374, a bill to amend title II 
of the Social Security Act to eliminate 
the waiting periods for disability insur-
ance benefits and Medicare coverage 
for individuals with metastatic breast 
cancer, and for other purposes. 

S. 1620 
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 

of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BRAUN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1620, a bill to amend the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act to exempt from inspec-
tion the slaughter of animals and the 
preparation of carcasses conducted at a 
custom slaughter facility, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 3095 
At the request of Ms. WARREN, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. SMITH) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3095, a bill to develop voluntary 
guidelines for accessible postsecondary 
electronic instructional materials and 
related technologies, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 3103 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) and the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 3103, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to restore State authority to waive for 
certain facilities the 35-mile rule for 
designating critical access hospitals 
under the Medicare program. 

S. 3599 
At the request of Mr. PERDUE, the 

names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI), the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. KAINE) and the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Ms. HASSAN) were added as 

cosponsors of S. 3599, a bill to enhance 
our Nation’s nurse and physician work-
force during the COVID–19 crisis by re-
capturing unused immigrant visas. 

S. 3620 

At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
PETERS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3620, a bill to establish a Housing As-
sistance Fund at the Department of the 
Treasury. 

S. 3703 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. BOOKER) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 3703, a bill to amend the 
Elder Abuse Prevention and Prosecu-
tion Act to improve the prevention of 
elder abuse and exploitation of individ-
uals with Alzheimer’s disease and re-
lated dementias. 

S. 3722 

At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the 
names of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
SCOTT), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN), the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. MORAN), the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. KAINE), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator from 
Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR), the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO) 
and the Senator from Nevada (Ms. COR-
TEZ MASTO) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 3722, a bill to authorize funding 
for a bilateral cooperative program 
with Israel for the development of 
health technologies with a focus on 
combating COVID–19. 

S. 3768 

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. SMITH) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3768, a bill to protect older adults 
and people with disabilities living in 
nursing homes, intermediate care fa-
cilities, and psychiatric hospitals from 
COVID–19. 

S. 3850 

At the request of Ms. WARREN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Ms. 
DUCKWORTH) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3850, a bill to require the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention to 
collect and report certain data con-
cerning COVID–19. 

S. 3856 

At the request of Ms. WARREN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3856, a bill to authorize emer-
gency homeless assistance grants 
under the Emergency Solutions Grants 
program of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development for response to 
the public health emergency relating 
to COVID–19, and for other purposes. 

S. 3911 

At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3911, a bill to require the 
Secretary of Defense to establish a 
task force to address the effects of the 
release of perfluoroalkyl substances 
and polyfluoroalkyl substances from 

activities of the Department of De-
fense, to include exposure to such sub-
stances in periodic health assessments 
of members of the Armed Forces, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 3931 
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 

of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BRAUN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3931, a bill to prevent the militariza-
tion of Federal, State, and local law 
enforcement by Federal excess prop-
erty transfers and grant programs. 

S. 3981 
At the request of Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 

the name of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. KAINE) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 3981, a bill to extend to the Mayor of 
the District of Columbia the same au-
thority over the National Guard of the 
District of Columbia as the Governors 
of the several States exercise over the 
National Guard of those States with re-
spect to administration of the National 
Guard and its use to respond to natural 
disasters and other civil disturbances, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 3982 
At the request of Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 

the name of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. KAINE) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 3982, a bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Home Rule Act to repeal the 
authority of the President to assume 
emergency control of the police of the 
District of Columbia. 

S. RES. 509 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 

names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN) and the Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. YOUNG) were added 
as cosponsors of S. Res. 509, a resolu-
tion calling upon the United Nations 
Security Council to adopt a resolution 
on Iran that extends the dates by 
which Annex B restrictions under Res-
olution 2231 are currently set to expire. 

S. RES. 623 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 623, a resolution commemorating 
Otto Frederick Warmbier and con-
demning the North Korean regime for 
their continued human rights abuses. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself and 
Mr. BROWN): 

S. 3995. A bill to limit the authority 
of States or other taxing jurisdictions 
to tax certain income of employees for 
employment duties performed in other 
States or taxing jurisdictions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3995 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Remote and 
Mobile Worker Relief Act of 2020’’. 
SEC. 2. LIMITATIONS ON WITHHOLDING AND TAX-

ATION OF EMPLOYEE INCOME. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—No part of the wages or 

other remuneration earned by an employee 
who performs employment duties in more 
than one taxing jurisdiction shall be subject 
to income tax in any taxing jurisdiction 
other than— 

(1) the taxing jurisdiction of the employ-
ee’s residence; and 

(2) the taxing jurisdiction within which the 
employee is present and performing employ-
ment duties for more than 30 days during the 
calendar year in which the wages or other re-
muneration is earned. 

(b) WAGES OR OTHER REMUNERATION.— 
Wages or other remuneration earned in any 
calendar year shall not be subject to income 
tax withholding and reporting requirements 
with respect to any taxing jurisdiction un-
less the employee is subject to income tax in 
such taxing jurisdiction under subsection (a). 
Income tax withholding and reporting re-
quirements under subsection (a)(2) shall 
apply to wages or other remuneration earned 
as of the commencement date of employ-
ment duties in the taxing jurisdiction during 
the calendar year. 

(c) OPERATING RULES.—For purposes of de-
termining penalties related to an employer’s 
income tax withholding and reporting re-
quirements with respect to any taxing juris-
diction— 

(1) an employer may rely on an employee’s 
annual determination of the time expected 
to be spent by such employee in the taxing 
jurisdictions in which the employee will per-
form duties absent— 

(A) the employer’s actual knowledge of 
fraud by the employee in making the deter-
mination; or 

(B) collusion between the employer and the 
employee to evade tax; 

(2) except as provided in paragraph (3), if 
records are maintained by an employer in 
the regular course of business that record 
the location of an employee, such records 
shall not preclude an employer’s ability to 
rely on an employee’s determination under 
paragraph (1); and 

(3) notwithstanding paragraph (2), if an 
employer, at its sole discretion, maintains a 
time and attendance system that tracks 
where the employee performs duties on a 
daily basis, data from the time and attend-
ance system shall be used instead of the em-
ployee’s determination under paragraph (1). 

(d) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this Act: 

(1) DAY.— 
(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), 

an employee is considered present and per-
forming employment duties within a taxing 
jurisdiction for a day if the employee per-
forms more of the employee’s employment 
duties within such taxing jurisdiction than 
in any other taxing jurisdiction during a 
day. 

(B) If an employee performs employment 
duties in a resident taxing jurisdiction and 
in only one nonresident taxing jurisdiction 
during one day, such employee shall be con-
sidered to have performed more of the em-
ployee’s employment duties in the non-
resident taxing jurisdiction than in the resi-
dent taxing jurisdiction for such day. 

(C) For purposes of this paragraph, the por-
tion of the day during which the employee is 
in transit shall not be considered in deter-
mining the location of an employee’s per-
formance of employment duties. 

(2) EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘‘employee’’ has 
the same meaning given to it by the taxing 
jurisdiction in which the employment duties 
are performed, except that the term ‘‘em-

ployee’’ shall not include a professional ath-
lete, professional entertainer, qualified pro-
duction employee, or certain public figures. 

(3) PROFESSIONAL ATHLETE.—The term 
‘‘professional athlete’’ means a person who 
performs services in a professional athletic 
event, provided that the wages or other re-
muneration are paid to such person for per-
forming services in his or her capacity as a 
professional athlete. 

(4) PROFESSIONAL ENTERTAINER.—The term 
‘‘professional entertainer’’ means a person of 
prominence who performs services in the 
professional performing arts for wages or 
other remuneration on a per-event basis, 
provided that the wages or other remunera-
tion are paid to such person for performing 
services in his or her capacity as a profes-
sional entertainer. 

(5) QUALIFIED PRODUCTION EMPLOYEE.—The 
term ‘‘qualified production employee’’ means 
a person who performs production services of 
any nature directly in connection with a tax-
ing jurisdiction qualified, certified or ap-
proved film, television or other commercial 
video production for wages or other remu-
neration, provided that the wages or other 
remuneration paid to such person are quali-
fied production costs or expenditures under 
such taxing jurisdiction’s qualified, certified 
or approved film incentive program, and that 
such wages or other remuneration must be 
subject to withholding under such film in-
centive program as a condition to treating 
such wages or other remuneration as a quali-
fied production cost or expenditure. 

(6) CERTAIN PUBLIC FIGURES.—The term 
‘‘certain public figures’’ means persons of 
prominence who perform services for wages 
or other remuneration on a per-event basis, 
provided that the wages or other remunera-
tion are paid to such person for services pro-
vided at a discrete event, in the nature of a 
speech, public appearance, or similar event. 

(7) EMPLOYER.—The term ‘‘employer’’ has 
the meaning given such term in section 
3401(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(26 U.S.C. 3401(d)), unless such term is de-
fined by the taxing jurisdiction in which the 
employee’s employment duties are per-
formed, in which case the taxing jurisdic-
tion’s definition shall prevail. 

(8) TAXING JURISDICTION.—The term ‘‘tax-
ing jurisdiction’’ means any of the several 
States, the District of Columbia, or any ter-
ritory or possession of the United States, 
any municipality, city, county, township, 
parish, transportation district, or assess-
ment jurisdiction, or any other political sub-
division within the territorial limits of the 
United States with the authority to impose 
a tax, charge, or fee. 

(9) TIME AND ATTENDANCE SYSTEM.—The 
term ‘‘time and attendance system’’ means a 
system in which— 

(A) the employee is required on a contem-
poraneous basis to record his work location 
for every day worked outside of the taxing 
jurisdiction in which the employee’s employ-
ment duties are primarily performed; and 

(B) the system is designed to allow the em-
ployer to allocate the employee’s wages for 
income tax purposes among all taxing juris-
dictions in which the employee performs em-
ployment duties for such employer. 

(10) WAGES OR OTHER REMUNERATION.—The 
term ‘‘wages or other remuneration’’ may be 
limited by the taxing jurisdiction in which 
the employment duties are performed. 

(e) ADJUSTMENT DURING CORONAVIRUS PAN-
DEMIC.—With respect to calendar year 2020, 
in the case of any employee who performs 
employment duties in any taxing jurisdic-
tion other than the taxing jurisdiction of the 
employee’s residence during such year as a 
result of the COVID-19 public health emer-
gency, subsection (a)(2) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘‘90 days’’ for ‘‘30 days’’. 

SEC. 3. STATE AND LOCAL TAX CERTAINTY. 

(a) STATUS OF EMPLOYEES DURING COVERED 
PERIOD.—Notwithstanding section 2(a)(2) or 
any provision of law of a taxing jurisdiction, 
with respect to any employee who is working 
remotely within such taxing jurisdiction 
during the covered period— 

(1) except as provided under paragraph (2), 
any wages earned by such employee during 
such period shall be deemed to have been 
earned at the primary work location of such 
employee; and 

(2) if an employer, at its sole discretion, 
maintains a system that tracks where such 
employee performs duties on a daily basis, 
wages earned by such employee may, at the 
election of such employer, be treated as 
earned at the location in which such duties 
were remotely performed. 

(b) STATUS OF BUSINESSES DURING COVERED 
PERIOD.—Notwithstanding any provision of 
law of a taxing jurisdiction— 

(1) in the case of an out-of-state business 
which has any employees working remotely 
within such jurisdiction during the covered 
period, the duties performed by such employ-
ees within such jurisdiction during such pe-
riod shall not be sufficient to create any 
nexus or establish any minimum contacts or 
level of presence that would otherwise sub-
ject such business to any registration, tax-
ation, or other related requirements for busi-
nesses operating within such jurisdiction; 
and 

(2) except as provided under subsection 
(a)(2), with respect to any tax imposed by 
such taxing jurisdiction which is determined, 
in whole or in part, based on net or gross re-
ceipts or income, for purposes of appor-
tioning or sourcing such receipts or income, 
any duties performed by an employee of an 
out-of-state business while working remotely 
during the covered period— 

(A) shall be disregarded with respect to 
any filing requirements for such tax; and 

(B) shall be apportioned and sourced to the 
tax jurisdiction which includes the primary 
work location of such employee. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

(1) COVERED PERIOD.—The term ‘‘covered 
period’’ means, with respect to any employee 
working remotely, the period— 

(A) beginning on the date on which such 
employee began working remotely; and 

(B) ending on the earlier of— 
(i) the date on which the employer allows, 

at the same time— 
(I) such employee to return to their pri-

mary work location; and 
(II) not less than 90 percent of their perma-

nent workforce to return to such work loca-
tion; or 

(ii) December 31, 2020. 
(2) EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘‘employee’’ has 

the same meaning given to it by the taxing 
jurisdiction in which the employment duties 
are performed. 

(3) EMPLOYER.—The term ‘‘employer’’ has 
the same meaning given such term under 
section 2(d)(7). 

(4) OUT-OF-STATE BUSINESS.—The term 
‘‘out-of-state business’’ means, with respect 
to any tax jurisdiction, any business entity 
which, excepting any employees of such busi-
ness who are working remotely within such 
jurisdiction during the covered period, would 
not otherwise be subject to any tax filing re-
quirements under the existing law of such 
taxing jurisdiction. 

(5) PRIMARY WORK LOCATION.—The term 
‘‘primary work location’’ means, with re-
spect to an employee, the address of the em-
ployer where the employee is regularly as-
signed to work when such employee is not 
working remotely during the covered period. 
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(6) TAXING JURISDICTION.—The term ‘‘tax-

ing jurisdiction’’ has the same meaning 
given such term under section 2(d)(8). 

(7) WAGES.—The term ‘‘wages’’ means all 
wages and other remuneration paid to an 
employee that are subject to tax or with-
holding requirements under the law of the 
taxing jurisdiction in which the employment 
duties are deemed to be performed under sub-
section (a) during the covered period. 

(8) WORKING REMOTELY.—The term ‘‘work-
ing remotely’’ means the performance of du-
ties by an employee at a location other than 
the primary work location of such employee 
at the direction of their employer due to 
conditions resulting from the public health 
emergency relating to the virus SARS–CoV– 
2 or coronavirus disease 2019 (referred to in 
this paragraph as ‘‘COVID–19’’), including— 

(A) to comply with any government order 
relating to COVID–19; 

(B) to prevent the spread of COVID–19; and 
(C) due to the employee or a member of the 

employee’s family contracting COVID–19. 
(d) PRESERVATION OF AUTHORITY OF TAXING 

JURISDICTIONS.—This section shall not be 
construed as modifying, impairing, super-
seding, or authorizing the modification, im-
pairment, or supersession of the law of any 
taxing jurisdiction pertaining to taxation ex-
cept as expressly provided in subsections (a) 
through (c). 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This Act shall apply 
to calendar years beginning after December 
31, 2019. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—This Act shall not 
apply to any tax obligation that accrues be-
fore January 1, 2020. 

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. BARRASSO, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BRAUN, 
Mr. COONS, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO, 
Ms. HASSAN, Mr. HAWLEY, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Mr. RISCH, Mr. RUBIO, 
Mr. SCOTT of Florida, Mrs. SHA-
HEEN, and Mr. TILLIS): 

S. 3997. A bill to strengthen the secu-
rity and integrity of the United States 
scientific and research enterprise; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I am 
here on the floor to talk about a sig-
nificant step forward in holding China 
accountable for not playing by the 
rules. Today, after months of work, we 
are introducing bipartisan legislation 
called the Safeguarding American In-
novation Act that will help crack down 
on the rampant theft of U.S. taxpayer- 
funded research and innovation at 
America’s colleges and universities by 
foreign governments like China. It’s 
outrageous, and it has to stop. 

At the Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations, which I chair, we con-
ducted a bipartisan year-long inves-
tigation in 2019 into how China has 
used so-called talent recruitment pro-
grams, most notably its Thousand Tal-
ents Plan, to steal U.S. taxpayer-fund-
ed research. The Chinese Communist 
Party has systematically targeted the 
most promising U.S. research and re-
searchers, and then paid these grant re-
cipients to take their taxpayer-funded 
research to China. That research and 
technology often ends up going directly 
to China to help fuel the rise of its 
military and economy. Part of the rea-

son it’s gone on so long, frankly, is be-
cause we’ve been asleep at the switch. 
That’s starting to change in the wake 
of our Subcommittee investigation. 

Right now, our law enforcement offi-
cials and other federal entities are 
working to hold China accountable for 
this IP theft problem but are limited in 
the actions they can take under cur-
rent law. All of the arrests they’ve 
made so far have been about peripheral 
financial crimes like wire fraud and 
tax evasion, not the core issue of tak-
ing American taxpayer-paid research 
to benefit China. Why? Because they 
don’t have the legal ability to address 
the root causes of this problem. 

That changes today. Along with my 
Democratic counterpart on the Sub-
committee, TOM CARPER from Dela-
ware, we are introducing the bipartisan 
Safeguarding American Innovation Act 
to empower the government to protect 
our research enterprise while keeping 
it open and transparent. 

First, our bill makes it a crime fail-
ing to disclose their foreign ties on fed-
eral grant applications, which, 
shockingly, it currently isn’t. 

It requires the Office of Management 
and Budget, OMB, to streamline and 
coordinate grant-making between the 
federal agencies so there’s needed ac-
countability and transparency when it 
comes to tracking the billions of dol-
lars of taxpayer-funded grant money 
that’s being distributed. 

It also allows the State Department 
to deny visas to foreign researchers 
who we know are seeking to steal re-
search and IP by exploiting exemptions 
in our export control laws. This may 
surprise you, but the State Department 
can’t do that now. Career foreign serv-
ice officers, employees at the State De-
partment, have asked us to provide 
this authority. 

Our bill also requires research insti-
tutions and universities to provide the 
State Department basic information 
about the sensitive technologies that a 
foreign researcher will have access to. 

And our bill ensures transparency by 
requiring universities to report any 
foreign gift of $50,000 or more and em-
powering the Department of Education 
to fine universities that repeatedly fail 
to disclose these gifts. 

Rather than just pointing the finger 
at China, we ought to be looking at our 
own government and our own institu-
tions and doing a better job here. Until 
we start to get our own house in order 
and take a firmer stance on foreign in-
fluence here in this country, we’re not 
going to see much improvement. That’s 
what this legislation does. In turn, I 
think showing that we’re serious about 
fixing our own vulnerabilities will send 
a firm but fair signal to China—and 
other adversaries looking to take ad-
vantage of our research enterprise—to 
change their behavior. I encourage my 
colleagues to support this bipartisan 
effort. 

I yield back. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and 
Ms. DUCKWORTH): 

S. 4002. A bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to ex-
tend the interest rate limitation on 
debt entered into during military serv-
ice to debt incurred during military 
service to consolidate or refinance stu-
dent loans incurred before military 
service; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 4002 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Service-
member Student Loan Affordability Act of 
2020’’. 
SEC. 2. INTEREST RATE LIMITATION ON DEBT EN-

TERED INTO DURING MILITARY 
SERVICE TO CONSOLIDATE OR REFI-
NANCE STUDENT LOANS INCURRED 
BEFORE MILITARY SERVICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
207 of the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 
(50 U.S.C. 3937) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘ON DEBT 
INCURRED BEFORE SERVICE’’ after ‘‘LIMITATION 
TO 6 PERCENT’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (2): 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION TO 6 PERCENT ON DEBT IN-
CURRED DURING SERVICE TO CONSOLIDATE OR 
REFINANCE STUDENT LOANS INCURRED BEFORE 
SERVICE.—An obligation or liability bearing 
interest at a rate in excess of 6 percent per 
year that is incurred by a servicemember, or 
the servicemember and the servicemember’s 
spouse jointly, during military service to 
consolidate or refinance one or more student 
loans incurred by the servicemember before 
such military service shall not bear an inter-
est at a rate in excess of 6 percent during the 
period of military service.’’; 

(4) in paragraph (3), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2) of this subsection, by inserting 
‘‘or (2)’’ after ‘‘paragraph (1)’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (2)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraph (3)’’. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF LIMITATION.—Sub-
section (b) of such section is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘the in-
terest rate limitation in subsection (a)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘an interest rate limitation in 
paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (a)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘EFFECTIVE AS OF DATE OF ORDER TO ACTIVE 
DUTY’’ and inserting ‘‘EFFECTIVE DATE’’; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ‘‘in the case of an obliga-
tion or liability covered by subsection (a)(1), 
or as of the date the servicemember (or serv-
icemember and spouse jointly) incurs the ob-
ligation or liability concerned under sub-
section (a)(2)’’. 

(c) STUDENT LOAN DEFINED.—Subsection (d) 
of such section is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) STUDENT LOAN.—The term ‘student 
loan’ means the following: 

‘‘(A) A Federal student loan made, insured, 
or guaranteed under title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.). 

‘‘(B) A private student loan as that term is 
defined section 140(a) of the Truth in Lend-
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1650(a)).’’. 
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By Mr. THUNE: 

S. 4015. A bill to provide funds to as-
sess the availability, accelerate the de-
ployment, and improve the sustain-
ability of advanced communications 
services and communications infra-
structure in rural America, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 4015 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Rural 
Connectivity Advancement Program Act of 
2020’’. 
SEC. 2. DEPOSIT OF SPECTRUM AUCTION PRO-

CEEDS IN RURAL BROADBAND AS-
SESSMENT AND DEPLOYMENT FUND. 

Section 309(j)(8) of the Communications 
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)(8)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and 
(G)’’ and inserting ‘‘(G), and (H)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(H) ASSESSMENT AND DEPLOYMENT SET- 

ASIDE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-

paragraph (A), and except as provided in sub-
paragraphs (B), (D), (E), (F), and (G), 10 per-
cent of the net proceeds from each use of a 
system of competitive bidding under this 
subsection completed before September 30, 
2022, shall be deposited in the Rural 
Broadband Assessment and Deployment 
Fund established under section 3 of the 
Rural Connectivity Advancement Program 
Act of 2020. 

‘‘(ii) NET PROCEEDS DEFINED.—For purposes 
of this subparagraph, the term ‘net pro-
ceeds’, with respect to the use of a system of 
competitive bidding, means the proceeds re-
maining after subtracting all auction-related 
expenditures, including— 

‘‘(I) relocation payments, including accel-
erated relocation payments; 

‘‘(II) payments to incumbent licensees for 
the relinquishment of all or a portion of the 
spectrum usage rights of those licensees; 

‘‘(III) costs associated with the realloca-
tion of spectrum, whether on an exclusive or 
shared use basis; 

‘‘(IV) relocation or sharing costs, including 
for planning for relocation or sharing; and 

‘‘(V) bidding credits.’’. 
SEC. 3. DIRECTION AND USE OF RURAL 

BROADBAND ASSESSMENT AND DE-
PLOYMENT FUND PROCEEDS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 
(1) the term ‘‘Commission’’ means the Fed-

eral Communications Commission; and 
(2) the term ‘‘high-cost programs’’ means— 
(A) the program for Universal Service Sup-

port for High-Cost Areas set forth under sub-
part D of part 54 of title 47, Code of Federal 
Regulations, or any successor regulations; 

(B) the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund set 
forth under subpart J of part 54 of title 47, 
Code of Federal Regulations, or any suc-
cessor regulations; 

(C) the Interstate Common Line Support 
Mechanism for Rate-of-Return Carriers set 
forth under subpart K of part 54 of title 47, 
Code of Federal Regulations, or any suc-
cessor regulations; 

(D) the Mobility Fund set forth under sub-
part L of part 54 of title 47, Code of Federal 
Regulations, or any successor regulations; 

(E) the High Cost Loop Support for Rate- 
of-Return Carriers program set forth under 
subpart M of part 54 of title 47, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, or any successor regula-
tions; 

(F) the Uniendo a Puerto Rico Fund and 
the Connect USVI Fund set forth under sub-
part O of part 54 of title 47, Code of Federal 
Regulations, or any successor regulations; 
and 

(G) the Rural Broadband Experiments, as 
established by the Commission under part 54 
of title 47, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—There is es-
tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund to be known as the ‘‘Rural 
Broadband Assessment and Deployment 
Fund’’. 

(c) BORROWING AUTHORITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the date on 

which the Commission announces the results 
of an auction under section 309(j) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)), the 
Commission may borrow from the Treasury 
of the United States an amount not to ex-
ceed the amount that will be deposited in the 
Rural Broadband Assessment and Deploy-
ment Fund under paragraph (8)(H) of that 
section (as added by section 2 of this Act) as 
a result of that auction. 

(2) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Commission 
shall reimburse the general fund of the 
Treasury, without interest, for any amounts 
borrowed under paragraph (1) as funds are 
deposited into the Rural Broadband Assess-
ment and Deployment Fund. 

(d) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Any 
amounts borrowed under subsection (c)(1) 
and any amounts in the Rural Broadband As-
sessment and Deployment Fund that are not 
necessary for reimbursement of the general 
fund of the Treasury for such borrowed 
amounts shall be available to the Commis-
sion for use in accordance with subsection 
(e). 

(e) USE OF AMOUNTS.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM OR PRO-

GRAMS.—The Commission shall use the 
amounts made available under subsection (d) 
to establish 1 or more programs that are sep-
arate from, but are coordinated with and 
complement, the high-cost programs to ad-
dress— 

(A) gaps that remain in broadband internet 
access service coverage in high-cost rural 
areas despite the operations of the high-cost 
programs; and 

(B) shortfalls in sufficient funding of the 
high-cost programs that could adversely af-
fect the sustainability of services or reason-
able comparability of rates that are sup-
ported by those programs. 

(2) PURPOSES.—In carrying out paragraph 
(1), the Commission shall use amounts made 
available under subsection (d) in an efficient 
and cost-effective manner only— 

(A) for the assessment of, and to provide 
subsidies in a technology-neutral manner 
through a competitive process (subject to 
weighting preferences for performance qual-
ity and other service metrics as the Commis-
sion may find appropriate) to providers for 
support of, deployment of broadband-capable 
infrastructure in high-cost rural areas that 
the Commission determines are unserved by 
fixed terrestrial broadband internet access 
service at a download speed of not less than 
25 megabits per second and an upload speed 
of not less than 3 megabits per second (or 
such higher speed as the Commission may 
determine appropriate based upon an evolv-
ing definition of universal service); and 

(B) to assess, and provide subsidies to pro-
viders to enable providers to sustain, 
broadband internet access service in any 
rural area in which— 

(i) only one provider of fixed terrestrial 
broadband internet access service operates; 
and 

(ii) the high-cost nature of the area pre-
cludes the offering of voice service and 
broadband internet access service at rates 
and performance levels available in urban 
areas as determined by the Urban Rate Sur-
vey conducted by the Commission. 

(3) TRIBAL CONSIDERATIONS.—In distrib-
uting amounts under this subsection, the 
Commission shall consider the broadband 
internet access service needs of residents of 
Tribal lands (as defined in section 54.400 of 
title 47, Code of Federal Regulations, or any 
successor regulation). 

(4) LIMITATIONS.— 
(A) PROHIBITION ON FUNDING OTHER PRO-

GRAMS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may not 

use amounts made available under sub-
section (d) to fund any program that was not 
established by the Commission under para-
graph (1) of this subsection, including any 
program established under section 254 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 254) in 
effect on the date of enactment of this Act, 
except for using the Universal Service Ad-
ministrative Company to administer fund-
ing. 

(ii) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
clause (i) shall be construed to prohibit the 
Commission from using amounts made avail-
able under subsection (d) to supplement the 
provision of support under the high-cost pro-
grams, as authorized under paragraph (1)(B) 
of this subsection. 

(B) TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY FOR 
ADDRESSING GAPS IN COVERAGE.—The Com-
mission shall establish transparency and ac-
countability requirements for amounts made 
available for the purpose set forth in para-
graph (1)(A) that, at a minimum— 

(i) provide— 
(I) a process for challenging any initial de-

termination by the Commission regarding 
whether an area is served or unserved; and 

(II) written public notice on the website of 
the Commission of— 

(aa) how each challenge under subpara-
graph (I) was decided; and 

(bb) the reasons of the Commission for 
each decision; 

(ii) establish broadband service buildout 
milestones and require periodic certification 
by funding recipients to ensure compliance 
with the broadband service buildout mile-
stones; 

(iii) establish a maximum buildout time-
frame of 4 years beginning on the date on 
which funding is provided; 

(iv) establish periodic reporting require-
ments for funding recipients that identify, at 
a minimum, the nature of the service pro-
vided in each area where funding is provided; 

(v) establish standard penalties for non-
compliance with the requirements estab-
lished under this subparagraph and as may 
be further prescribed by the Commission; 

(vi) establish procedures for recovery of 
funds, in whole or in part, from funding re-
cipients in the event of default or non-
compliance with the requirements estab-
lished under this subparagraph and as may 
be further prescribed by the Commission; 
and 

(vii) require a funding recipient to— 
(I) offer voice service and broadband inter-

net access service; and 
(II) permit a consumer to subscribe to one 

type of service described in subclause (I) or 
both types; and 

(C) TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY FOR 
ADDRESSING SHORTFALLS IN FUNDING.—The 
Commission shall establish transparency and 
accountability requirements for amounts 
made available for the purpose set forth in 
subparagraph (1)(B) that, at a minimum— 
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(i) establish periodic reporting and certifi-

cation requirements for funding recipients to 
ensure that the funding results in the offer-
ing of voice service and broadband internet 
access service at reasonably comparable 
rates and performance levels; 

(ii) establish standard penalties for non-
compliance with the requirements estab-
lished under this subparagraph and as may 
be further prescribed by the Commission; 

(iii) establish procedures for recovery of 
funds, in whole or in part, from funding re-
cipients in the event of default or non-
compliance with the requirements estab-
lished under this subparagraph and as may 
be further prescribed by the Commission; 
and 

(iv) require a funding recipient to— 
(I) offer voice service and broadband inter-

net access service; and 
(II) permit a consumer to subscribe to one 

type of service described in subclause (I) or 
both types. 

(f) REPORTS.— 
(1) AUCTION-SPECIFIC REPORTS.—Not later 

than 30 days after the date on which the 
Commission announces the results of an auc-
tion under section 309(j) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)), the Com-
mission shall publish and submit to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on the amount of net 
proceeds that will be deposited in the Rural 
Broadband Assessment and Deployment 
Fund under paragraph (8)(H) of that section 
(as added by section 2 of this Act) as a result 
of that auction. 

(2) AUCTION PROCEEDS DEPLOYMENT REPORT 
.—Section 309(j) of the Communications Act 
of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(19) REPORT ON RURAL BROADBAND ASSESS-
MENT AND DEPLOYMENT FUND PROCEEDS.—Not 
later than March 1, 2021, and not less fre-
quently than annually thereafter, the Com-
mission shall publish and submit to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on— 

‘‘(A) the distribution of amounts made 
available under section 3(d) of the Rural 
Connectivity Advancement Program Act of 
2020 for the preceding year; and 

‘‘(B) the projected distribution of amounts 
that will be made available under section 
3(d) of the Rural Connectivity Advancement 
Program Act of 2020 for the year after the 
year in which the report is published and 
submitted.’’. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 628—CELE-
BRATING THE 140TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE ESTABLISHMENT 
OF DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS BE-
TWEEN THE UNITED STATES 
AND ROMANIA 
Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and Mrs. 

SHAHEEN) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 628 

Whereas the United States established dip-
lomatic relations with Romania in June 1880; 

Whereas, in 1997, the United States and Ro-
mania established a long-term partnership 
based on the United States’ recognition of 
Romania’s strategic importance, the com-
mitment to shared values, and a common in-
terest in stability and democratic progress; 

Whereas Romania joined the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 2004 and 
hosts NATO’s Multi-national Division Head-
quarters South East, a NATO Force Integra-
tion Unit, the Multi-national Brigade South 
East, and the Aegis Ashore Missile Defense 
System, a key element of the United States 
European Phased Adaptive Approach missile 
defense system; 

Whereas, in 2011, the United States and Ro-
mania issued the ‘‘Joint Declaration on 
Strategic Partnership for the 21st Century 
Between the United States of America and 
Romania’’, reflecting increasing cooperation 
between the countries and throughout the 
Black Sea region to promote security, de-
mocracy, free market opportunities, and cul-
tural exchange; 

Whereas Romania continues to modernize 
its armed forces and is 1 of 7 NATO members 
to have met its 2014 Wales Summit commit-
ment to allocate at least 2 percent of gross 
domestic product for defense spending; 

Whereas the Romanian Armed Forces have 
supported NATO and United States oper-
ations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and other thea-
ters for almost 2 decades, contributing more 
than 30,000 total combat and support per-
sonnel to those missions, some of whom have 
made the ultimate sacrifice; 

Whereas Romania is a member of the Glob-
al Coalition to Defeat ISIS, provided human-
itarian assistance to the people of Iraq and 
Syria, and is making significant contribu-
tions to the fight against international ter-
rorism; 

Whereas, on August 20, 2019, the United 
States and Romania signed a memorandum 
of understanding outlining a shared commit-
ment to developing a secure and vibrant 
fifth-generation wireless infrastructure 
based on free and fair competition, trans-
parency, and the rule of law—including a rig-
orous evaluation of vendors. 

Whereas Romania has played a leading role 
in the establishment of the Three Seas Ini-
tiative and was one of the first countries to 
invest in the Three Seas Initiative Invest-
ment Fund, which aims to increase energy 
independence and infrastructure 
connectivity across Central and Eastern Eu-
rope; 

Whereas the United States and Romania 
have been deepening their economic rela-
tionship through increased bilateral trade 
and investment, and in 2017, Romania hosted 
the tenth annual United States Commercial 
Service Trade Winds Forum and Trade Mis-
sion, helping United States companies boost 
exports across Southeast Europe; 

Whereas, in 2018, as Romania celebrated its 
Unification Centennial, Governors from 
across the United States issued Proclama-
tions to congratulate Romanians and Roma-
nian-Americans on that historic milestone, 
illustrating the close ties and friendship that 
exist between the United States and Roma-
nia; 

Whereas, in 2019, Romanians all across the 
United States commemorated 30 years since 
Romania’s liberation from the former com-
munist regime, a powerful reminder of the 
fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989 and a celebra-
tion of the triumphant call of freedom, lib-
erty, and dignity; 

Whereas the Romanian people have made 
progress in their efforts to hold their institu-
tions and leadership accountable in the con-
tinued fight against high-level corruption; 

Whereas Romania resides in the strategi-
cally important and increasingly militarized 
Black Sea region, and has proven itself a 
critical security ally in the region, including 
by hosting the annual NATO Sea Shield ex-
ercise; 

Whereas, during these times of unprece-
dented challenge caused by the COVID–19 
pandemic crisis, the United States and Ro-

mania are strengthening their partnership, 
such as through United States assistance 
with targeted funds, strategic military air-
lift and medical emergency equipment, and 
Romanian support for the swift repatriation 
of United States nationals overseas; 

Whereas, as a sign of solidarity and friend-
ship between the people of Romania and the 
United States, Romania sent its first med-
ical and expert support and advisory mission 
to Alabama, assigning 15 Romanian doctors, 
medical staff, and chemical and biological 
risk experts to exchange best practices and 
assist local COVID–19 efforts in care facili-
ties, nursing homes, and hospitals across the 
State; and 

Whereas 2020 marks the 140th anniversary 
of the establishment of diplomatic relations 
between the United States and Romania: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) celebrates the 140th anniversary of the 

establishment of diplomatic relations be-
tween the United States and Romania; 

(2) applauds the Government and the peo-
ple of Romania for the significant strides 
they have made in governance, anti-corrup-
tion, rule of law, economic reforms, and 
their continuing pursuit of democratic, so-
cial, and economic progress; 

(3) encourages the United States Govern-
ment to use its leadership in NATO to advo-
cate for an upgraded NATO presence in Ro-
mania, in order to better accommodate the 
evolving threat environment in and around 
the Black Sea region; and 

(4) reaffirms the enduring alliance between 
the United States and Romania, based upon 
shared democratic values, security partner-
ship, and increasing economic ties. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 629—DESIG-
NATING JUNE 2020 AS ‘‘GREAT 
OUTDOORS MONTH’’ 

Mr. DAINES (for himself, Mr. 
PETERS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. KING, Mr. 
CRAMER, Ms. MCSALLY, Mr. GARDNER, 
and Ms. HIRONO) submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 629 

Whereas hundreds of millions of individ-
uals in the United States participate in out-
door recreation annually; 

Whereas Congress enacted the Outdoor 
Recreation Jobs and Economic Impact Act of 
2016 (Public Law 114–249; 130 Stat. 999) to as-
sess and analyze the outdoor recreation 
economy of the United States and the effects 
attributable to the outdoor recreation econ-
omy on the overall economy of the United 
States; 

Whereas the Outdoor Recreation Satellite 
Account updated in September 2019 by the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis of the Depart-
ment of Commerce shows that outdoor recre-
ation contributed more than $427,000,000,000 
of current-dollar gross domestic product to 
the economy of the United States in 2017, 
comprising approximately 2.2 percent of the 
current-dollar gross domestic product; 

Whereas the Outdoor Recreation Satellite 
Account shows that, in 2017, the outdoor 
recreation sector experienced faster growth 
in real gross output, compensation, and em-
ployment than the overall economy of the 
United States, while also providing 5,200,000 
jobs across the United States; 

Whereas the Consolidated Appropriations 
Act, 2019 (Public Law 116–6; 133 Stat. 13) en-
couraged the Department of Commerce to 
continue its work with the Outdoor Recre-
ation Satellite Account; 
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Whereas regular outdoor recreation is as-

sociated with economic growth, positive 
health outcomes, and better quality of life; 

Whereas many outdoor recreation busi-
nesses are small businesses, which have been 
heavily impacted by the COVID–19 pandemic; 

Whereas, as a result of the COVID-19 pan-
demic, many outdoor recreation businesses 
have experienced decreases in sales and have 
furloughed or laid off employees; 

Whereas outdoor recreation businesses are 
cornerstones of rural communities and out-
door recreation is part of the national herit-
age of the United States; and 

Whereas June 2020 is an appropriate month 
to designate as ‘‘Great Outdoors Month’’ to 
provide an opportunity to celebrate the im-
portance of the great outdoors: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates June 2020 as ‘‘Great Outdoors 

Month’’; and 
(2) encourages all individuals in the United 

States to responsibly participate in recre-
ation activities in the great outdoors during 
June 2020 and year-round. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 630—DESIG-
NATING JUNE 20, 2020, AS ‘‘AMER-
ICAN EAGLE DAY’’ AND CELE-
BRATING THE RECOVERY AND 
RESTORATION OF THE BALD 
EAGLE, THE NATIONAL SYMBOL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. BOOZ-
MAN, Mrs. CAPITO, Ms. COLLINS, Ms. 
DUCKWORTH, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. JONES, 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. MANCHIN, Ms. 
SMITH, Mr. CARPER, and Mr. CARDIN) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 630 

Whereas the bald eagle was chosen as the 
central image of the Great Seal of the United 
States on June 20, 1782, by the Founding Fa-
thers at the Congress of the Confederation; 

Whereas the bald eagle is widely known as 
the living national symbol of the United 
States and for many generations has rep-
resented values, such as— 

(1) freedom; 
(2) democracy; 
(3) courage; 
(4) strength; 
(5) spirit; 
(6) independence; 
(7) justice; and 
(8) excellence; 
Whereas the bald eagle is unique to North 

America and cannot be found naturally in 
any other part of the world, which was one of 
the primary reasons the Founding Fathers 
selected the bald eagle to symbolize the Gov-
ernment of the United States; 

Whereas the bald eagle is the central 
image used in the official logos of many 
branches and departments of the Federal 
Government, including— 

(1) the Executive Office of the President; 
(2) Congress; 
(3) the Supreme Court of the United 

States; 
(4) the Department of Defense; 
(5) the Department of the Treasury; 
(6) the Department of Justice; 
(7) the Department of State; 
(8) the Department of Commerce; 
(9) the Department of Homeland Security; 
(10) the Department of Veterans Affairs; 
(11) the Department of Labor; 
(12) the Department of Health and Human 

Services; 

(13) the Department of Energy; 
(14) the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development; 
(15) the Central Intelligence Agency; and 
(16) the United States Postal Service; 
Whereas the bald eagle is an inspiring sym-

bol of the spirit of freedom and the sov-
ereignty of the United States; 

Whereas the image and symbolism of the 
bald eagle has— 

(1) played a significant role in art, music, 
literature, architecture, commerce, edu-
cation, and culture in the United States; and 

(2) appeared on United States stamps, cur-
rency, and coinage; 

Whereas the bald eagle was endangered and 
facing possible extinction in the lower 48 
States but has made a gradual and encour-
aging comeback to the land, waterways, and 
skies of the United States; 

Whereas the dramatic recovery of the na-
tional bird of the United States is an endan-
gered species success story and an inspira-
tional example to other environmental, nat-
ural resource, and wildlife conservation ef-
forts worldwide; 

Whereas, in 1940, noting that the bald eagle 
was threatened with extinction, Congress 
passed the Act entitled ‘‘An Act for the pro-
tection of the bald eagle’’, approved June 8, 
1940 (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), which prohibited 
killing, selling, or possessing a bald eagle, 
and a 1962 amendment to that Act expanded 
protection to the golden eagle (referred to 
collectively in this preamble as the ‘‘Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act’’); 

Whereas, by 1963, there were only an esti-
mated 417 nesting pairs of bald eagles re-
maining in the lower 48 States, with loss of 
habitat, poaching, and the use of pesticides 
and other environmental contaminants con-
tributing to the near demise of the national 
bird of the United States; 

Whereas, in 1967, the bald eagle was offi-
cially declared an endangered species under 
Public Law 89–669 (80 Stat. 926) (commonly 
known as the ‘‘Endangered Species Preserva-
tion Act of 1966’’) in areas in the United 
States south of the 40th parallel due to the 
dramatic decline in the population of the 
bald eagle in the lower 48 States; 

Whereas the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) was enacted in 
1973, and in 1978, the bald eagle was listed as 
an endangered species throughout the lower 
48 States, except in the States of Michigan, 
Minnesota, Oregon, Washington, and Wis-
consin, in which the bald eagle was listed as 
a threatened species; 

Whereas, in July 1995, the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service announced that in 
the lower 48 States, the bald eagle had recov-
ered sufficiently to change the status of the 
species from endangered to threatened; 

Whereas, by 2007, bald eagles residing in 
the lower 48 States had rebounded to ap-
proximately 11,000 pairs; 

Whereas, on June 28, 2007, the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Director of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service removed the 
bald eagle from protection under the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.), but the bald eagle continues to be pro-
tected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Pro-
tection Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), section 42 of title 18, 
United States Code (referred to in this pre-
amble as the ‘‘Lacey Act’’), and the Lacey 
Act Amendments of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3371 et 
seq.); 

Whereas Challenger, the trained, edu-
cational bald eagle of the American Eagle 
Foundation in Pigeon Forge, Tennessee, was 
invited by the Secretary of the Interior to 
perform a free-flight demonstration during 
the official bald eagle delisting ceremony 
held at the Jefferson Memorial in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia; 

Whereas experts and population growth 
charts estimate that the bald eagle popu-
lation could reach 15,000 pairs, even though a 
physical count has not been conducted by 
State and Federal wildlife agencies since 
2007; 

Whereas caring and concerned agencies, 
corporations, organizations, and people of 
the United States representing Federal and 
State governments and the private sector 
passionately and resourcefully banded to-
gether, determined to save and protect the 
national bird of the United States; 

Whereas the recovery of the bald eagle pop-
ulation in the United States was largely ac-
complished through— 

(1) the dedicated and vigilant efforts of 
Federal and State wildlife agencies and non-
profit organizations, such as the American 
Eagle Foundation; 

(2) public education; 
(3) captive breeding and release programs; 
(4) hacking and release programs; and 
(5) the translocation of bald eagles from 

places in the United States with dense bald 
eagle populations to suitable locations in the 
lower 48 States that had suffered a decrease 
in bald eagle populations; 

Whereas various nonprofit organizations, 
such as the Southeastern Raptor Center at 
Auburn University in the State of Alabama, 
contribute to the continuing recovery of the 
bald eagle through rehabilitation and edu-
cational efforts; 

Whereas the bald eagle might have been 
lost permanently if not for dedicated con-
servation efforts and strict protection laws 
such as— 

(1) the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); 

(2) the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act; 

(3) the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703 et seq.); 

(4) the Lacey Act; and 
(5) the Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (16 

U.S.C. 3371 et seq.); and 
Whereas the sustained recovery of the bald 

eagle population will require the continu-
ation of recovery, management, education, 
and public awareness programs to ensure 
that the population numbers and habitat of 
the bald eagle remain healthy and secure for 
generations to come: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates June 20, 2020, as ‘‘American 

Eagle Day’’; 
(2) applauds the issuance of bald eagle 

commemorative coins by the Secretary of 
the Treasury to generate critical funds for 
the protection of the bald eagle; and 

(3) encourages— 
(A) educational entities, organizations, 

businesses, conservation groups, and govern-
ment agencies with a shared interest in con-
serving endangered species to collaborate 
and develop educational tools for use in the 
public schools of the United States; and 

(B) the people of the United States to ob-
serve American Eagle Day with appropriate 
ceremonies and other activities. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 631—HON-
ORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF DAVID DORN AND EXPRESS-
ING CONDOLENCES TO THE FAM-
ILY OF DAVID DORN 

Mr. HAWLEY (for himself, Mr. 
BLUNT, and Mr. CRUZ) submitted the 
following resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 631 

Whereas David Dorn was born on October 
29, 1942, in St. Louis, Missouri; 

Whereas David Dorn was— 
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(1) a loving husband to Sergeant Ann Marie 

Dorn; 
(2) a father of 5 children; 
(3) a grandfather of 10 grandchildren; and 
(4) a dedicated public servant; 
Whereas David Dorn graduated from Had-

ley Technical High School before attending 
St. Louis Community College at Forest Park 
and Tarkio College to study criminal justice; 

Whereas David Dorn began his service with 
the Metropolitan Police Department, City of 
St. Louis (referred to in this preamble as the 
‘‘St. Louis Police Department’’) as a patrol 
officer in 1969; 

Whereas, over the course of his career with 
the St. Louis Police Department, David 
Dorn— 

(1) performed his duties with distinction 
and commitment; 

(2) rose to the rank of captain; and 
(3) acted as the deputy commander of the 

Bureau of Patrol Support, which oversaw 9 
agencies within the St. Louis Police Depart-
ment; 

Whereas David Dorn demonstrated dedica-
tion to the city of St. Louis by serving in the 
St. Louis Police Department for 38 years be-
fore retiring in October 2007; 

Whereas, on February 12, 2008, David Dorn 
returned to public service as Chief of Police 
of the Moline Acres Police Department; 

Whereas, after a long career in law enforce-
ment, David Dorn served his community by 
mentoring and assisting disadvantaged 
youth; 

Whereas, on June 2, 2020, David Dorn re-
sponded to the looting of a business owned 
by a friend; 

Whereas, in an act of senseless violence, a 
gunman opened fire on David Dorn in the 
course of that robbery, mortally wounding 
Dorn as Dorn was protecting his community; 
and 

Whereas, on June 4, 2020, the people of St. 
Louis gathered to honor David Dorn and par-
ticipated in a march to end violence: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) extends heartfelt condolences to the 

family and friends of David Dorn; 
(2) recognizes and honors David Dorn as a 

hero who lived a life of service to his com-
munity and others through the pursuit of 
justice and the protection of individuals in 
the community; and 

(3) expresses deep respect and appreciation 
for the selfless character and sacrifice of 
David Dorn. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 632—RE-
AFFIRMING THE PARTNERSHIP 
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES 
AND THE REPUBLIC OF ECUA-
DOR AND RECOGNIZING THE 
RESTORATION AND ADVANCE-
MENT OF ECONOMIC RELATIONS, 
SECURITY, AND DEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES IN BOTH NA-
TIONS 

Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. 
KAINE, and Mr. CRUZ) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. RES. 632 

Whereas the United States and Ecuador 
have enjoyed a history of bilateral partner-
ship and cooperation, and share the aims of 
promoting democratic values, economic 
prosperity, and the security of both nations; 

Whereas the United States and Ecuador 
have taken important steps to restore the bi-
lateral relationship between the United 

States and Ecuador, including by signing 
various agreements to strengthen economic 
ties, security cooperation, and development 
opportunities; 

Whereas President Moreno has signaled Ec-
uador’s commitment to promoting demo-
cratic values and has advocated for greater 
government transparency; 

Whereas in February 2018, more than 64 
percent of Ecuadorians voted, in a constitu-
tional referendum, to reinstate a 2-term 
presidential limit, an effort that was carried 
out by President Moreno’s administration 
and which is indicative of the Ecuadorian 
people’s support for presidential term limits 
as a reasonable check against a history of 
corruption and abuse of power; 

Whereas the United States-Ecuador bilat-
eral relationship has been historically char-
acterized by strong commercial and invest-
ment ties through the Generalized System of 
Preferences, the United States-Ecuador 
Trade and Investment Council, and the Trea-
ty between the United States of America and 
the Republic of Ecuador Concerning the En-
couragement and Reciprocal Protection of 
Investment, done at Washington August 27, 
1993, which was terminated by Ecuador’s pre-
vious government, effective May 18, 2018; 

Whereas President Moreno’s administra-
tion has committed to implement economic 
policies that will lay the groundwork for sus-
tainable economic growth, while protecting 
the poorest and most vulnerable people; 

Whereas, under President Moreno’s leader-
ship, there have been significant advances in 
areas related to freedom of expression, in-
cluding through the reform of the controver-
sial Ecuadorian Communications Law; 

Whereas the Government of Ecuador has 
called for the peaceful restoration of democ-
racy and the rule of law in Venezuela and Ec-
uador has been a generous host of approxi-
mately 385,000 Venezuelan refugees; 

Whereas on May 15, 2019, the United States 
Agency for International Development 
(USAID) and Ecuador’s Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and Human Mobility signed a Memo-
randum of Understanding agreeing to the re-
turn of the USAID Mission to Ecuador after 
the 53-year program was forced to close in 
2014 due to tensions in the bilateral relation-
ship; 

Whereas Ecuador has been one of the coun-
tries most affected by the COVID–19 pan-
demic in Latin America, with more than 
42,000 confirmed cases and approximately 
3,500 deaths as of June 5, 2020, which has 
overwhelmed the country’s health care sys-
tem and aggravated the country’s already 
challenging economic situation; 

Whereas in response to the COVID–19 pan-
demic, USAID is providing Ecuador with 
technical support and training in 
diagnostics, and technical assistance in clin-
ical management, risk communication, and 
community engagement; and 

Whereas the United States and Ecuador 
have agreed to advance security cooperation 
on law enforcement, counternarcotics, 
anticorruption, and bilateral military train-
ing and assistance: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) reaffirms its commitment— 
(A) to the historic partnership between the 

United States and Ecuador; and 
(B) to continue working to strengthen the 

relationship between the United States and 
Ecuador based on mutual respect and shared 
democratic values and principles; 

(2) recognizes President Lenin Moreno and 
his administration for recommitting Ecua-
dor to democratic values, anti-corruption ef-
forts, and the adoption of economic policies 
that will benefit the people of Ecuador; 

(3) commends the important steps that 
President Moreno and his administration 

have taken to protect freedom of expression 
and freedom of the press in his country; 

(4) encourages the Republic of Ecuador to 
ensure that the rights of refugees and asy-
lum seekers are protected; and 

(5) supports actions to strengthen the his-
toric bilateral relationship between the 
United States and Ecuador, including— 

(A) the establishment of robust bilateral 
trade and investment frameworks with Ecua-
dor to build mutual prosperity through 
greater transparency and competitiveness; 

(B) stronger law enforcement and security 
cooperation between the two countries, in-
cluding in cybersecurity, border manage-
ment, counternarcotics, anti-money laun-
dering, military and civilian security 
professionalization, and criminal justice ca-
pabilities; 

(C) the return of the United States Agency 
for International Development and the ex-
tension of the Peace Corps Program in Ecua-
dor; 

(D) continued United States assistance for 
Ecuador’s response to combat the COVID–19 
pandemic; 

(E) closer ties between Americans and 
Ecuadoreans through English language 
learning and teaching programs that foster 
greater professional and educational oppor-
tunities; 

(F) continued efforts to protect freedom of 
expression and freedom of the press; and 

(G) continued efforts to ensure that the 
rights of refugees and asylum seekers are 
protected. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
have 2 requests for committees to meet 
during today’s session of the Senate. 
They have the approval of the Majority 
and Minority leaders. 

Pursuant to Rule XXVI, paragraph 
5(a), of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the following committees are au-
thorized to meet during today’s session 
of the Senate: 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
The Committee on Armed Services is 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, June 18, 
2020, at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a hearing. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
The Committee on Foreign Relations 

is authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Thursday, June 
18, 2020, at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a hear-
ing. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to executive session for the 
consideration of the following nomina-
tion: Executive Calendar No. 702. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the nomination. 
The legislative clerk read the nomi-

nation of Sethuraman Panchanathan, 
of Arizona, to be Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation for a term 
of six years. 

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to 
consider the nomination. 
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Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 

consent that the Senate vote on the 
nomination with no intervening action 
or debate; that if confirmed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table; and that the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Panchanathan 
nomination? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the en bloc consider-
ation of the following nominations: Ex-
ecutive Calendar Nos. 642 and 651. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the nomina-
tions en bloc. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nations of Peter M. McCoy, Jr., of 
South Carolina, to be United States 
Attorney for the District of South 
Carolina for the term of four years, and 
Vincent F. DeMarco, of New York, to 
be United States Marshal for the East-
ern District of New York for the term 
of four years. 

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to 
consider the nominations en bloc. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate vote on the 
nominations en bloc with no inter-
vening action or debate; that if con-
firmed, the motions to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table en bloc; and that the President be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the McCoy and 
DeMarco nominations en bloc? 

The nominations were confirmed en 
bloc. 

f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the en bloc consider-
ation of the following nominations: Ex-
ecutive Calendar Nos. 713 and 716. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the nomina-
tions en bloc. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nations of William Zollars, of Kansas, 
to be a Governor of the United States 
Postal Service for a term expiring De-
cember 8, 2022, and Donald Lee Moak, 
of Florida, to be a Governor of the 
United States Postal Service for a term 
expiring December 8, 2022. 

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to 
consider the nominations en bloc. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate vote on the 
nominations en bloc with no inter-

vening action or debate; that if con-
firmed, the motions to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table en bloc; and that the President be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Zollars and 
Moak nominations en bloc? 

The nominations were confirmed en 
bloc. 

f 

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT NOS. 
116–2, 116–3, AND 116–4 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the in-
junction of secrecy be removed from 
the following treaties transmitted to 
the Senate on June 18, 2020, by the 
President of the United States: Extra-
dition Treaty with the Republic of Cro-
atia, Treaty Document No. 116–2; Con-
vention on the Suppression of Unlawful 
Acts Relating to International Civil 
Aviation, Treaty Document No. 116–3; 
Protocol Supplementary to the Con-
vention for the Suppression of Unlaw-
ful Seizure of Aircraft, Treaty Docu-
ment No. 116–4; I further ask that the 
treaties be considered as having been 
read the first time; that they be re-
ferred, with accompanying papers, to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and ordered to be printed; and that the 
President’s message be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The messages of the President are as 
follows: 
To the Senate of the United States: 

With a view to receiving advice and 
consent of the Senate to ratification, I 
transmit herewith the Agreement be-
tween the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of the Republic of Croatia comprising 
the instrument as contemplated by Ar-
ticle 3(2) of the Agreement on Extra-
dition between the United States of 
America and the European Union, 
signed June 25, 2003, as to the Applica-
tion of the Treaty on Extradition 
signed on October 25, 1901 (the ‘‘U.S.- 
Croatia Extradition Agreement’’), and 
the Agreement between the Govern-
ment of the United States and the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Croatia 
comprising the Instrument as con-
templated by Article 3(3) of the Agree-
ment on Mutual Legal Assistance be-
tween the United States of America 
and the European Union signed at 
Washington on June 25, 2003 (the ‘‘U.S.- 
Croatia Mutual Legal Assistance 
Agreement’’), both signed at Wash-
ington on December 10, 2019. I also 
transmit, for the information of the 
Senate, the report of the Department 
of State with respect to the U.S.-Cro-
atia Extradition and Mutual Legal As-
sistance Agreements. Following Cro-
atia’s accession to the European Union 
on July 1, 2013, these two agreements 

fulfill the requirements, in respect of 
Croatia, for implementing bilateral in-
struments between the United States 
and each member of the European 
Union contained in the Agreements on 
Extradition and Mutual Legal Assist-
ance between the United States of 
America and the European Union, both 
of which entered into force on Feb-
ruary 1, 2010. 

The U.S.-Croatia Extradition Agree-
ment modernizes in important respects 
the Treaty between the United States 
of America and the Kingdom of Serbia 
for the Extradition of Fugitives from 
Justice, signed October 25, 1901 (the 
‘‘1901 Extradition Treaty’’), which is 
currently in force between the United 
States of America and the Republic of 
Croatia. Most significantly, it replaces 
the outdated list of extraditable of-
fenses with the modern ‘‘dual crimi-
nality’’ approach, thereby enabling 
coverage of newer offenses, such as 
cyber-related crimes, environmental 
offenses, and money laundering. In ad-
dition, it includes several provisions 
updating and streamlining procedural 
requirements for preparing and trans-
mitting extradition documents. 

The U.S.-Croatia Mutual Legal As-
sistance Agreement formalizes and 
strengthens the institutional frame-
work for legal assistance between the 
United States of America and the Re-
public of Croatia in criminal matters. 
Because the United States of America 
and the Republic of Croatia do not 
have a bilateral mutual legal assist-
ance treaty in force, the U.S.-Croatia 
Mutual Legal Assistance Agreement is 
a partial treaty governing only those 
issues regulated by the U.S.-European 
Union Mutual Legal Assistance Agree-
ment, specifically: identification of 
bank information, joint investigative 
teams, video-conferencing, expedited 
transmission of requests, assistance to 
administrative authorities, use limita-
tions, confidentiality, and grounds for 
refusal. This approach is consistent 
with that taken with other European 
Union member states (Bulgaria, Den-
mark, Finland, Malta, Portugal, Slo-
vak Republic, and Slovenia) with which 
the United States does not have an ex-
isting mutual legal assistance treaty. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
early and favorable consideration to 
the U.S.-Croatia Extradition Agree-
ment and the U.S.-Croatia Mutual 
Legal Assistance Agreement. 

DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 18, 2020. 

To the Senate of the United States: 
With a view to receiving the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith the Protocol 
Supplementary to the Convention for 
the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of 
Aircraft (the ‘‘Beijing Protocol’’), 
adopted by the International Civil 
Aviation Organization International 
Conference on Air Law (Diplomatic 
Conference on Aviation Security) in 
Beijing on September 10, 20l0, and 
signed by the United States on that 
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same date. I also transmit, for the in-
formation of the Senate, the report of 
the Department of State with respect 
to the Beijing Protocol. 

The Beijing Protocol is an important 
component of international efforts to 
prevent and punish terrorism targeting 
civil aviation. It supplements the Con-
vention for the Suppression of Unlaw-
ful Seizure of Aircraft, done at The 
Hague on December l6, 1970 (the 
‘‘Hague Convention’’), and fills several 
gaps in the existing international legal 
framework for combatting global ter-
rorism. It will significantly advance 
cooperation between States Parties in 
the prevention of the full range of un-
lawful acts relating to civil aviation 
and in the prosecution and punishment 
of offenders. 

The Beijing Protocol amends the ex-
isting hijacking offense in the Hague 
Convention to cover hijackings that 
occur pre- or post-flight and addresses 
situations in which the offender may 
attempt to control an aircraft from 
outside of the aircraft, such as by re-
motely interfering with flight oper-
ation or data transmission systems. 
The Beijing Protocol requires States 
Parties to criminalize these acts under 
their domestic laws and to cooperate to 
prevent and investigate suspected 
crimes under the Beijing Protocol. It 
includes an ‘‘extradite or prosecute’’ 
obligation with respect to persons ac-
cused of committing, attempting to 
commit, conspiring to commit, or aid-
ing in the commission of such offenses. 

Some changes to United States law 
will be needed for the United States to 
implement provisions of the Beijing 
Protocol, obligating the United States 
to criminalize certain offenses, make 
those offenses punishable by appro-
priate penalties, and authorize the as-
sertion of jurisdiction over such of-
fenses. Proposed legislation is being 
separately transmitted by my Adminis-
tration to the Congress. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
early and favorable consideration to 
the Beijing Protocol, subject to a res-
ervation and certain understandings 
that are described in the accompanying 
report of the Department of State. 

DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 18, 2020. 

To the Senate of the United States: 
With a view to receiving the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith the Conven-
tion on the Suppression of Unlawful 
Acts Relating to International Civil 
Aviation (the ‘‘Beijing Convention’’), 
adopted by the International Civil 
Aviation Organization International 
Conference on Air Law (Diplomatic 
Conference on Aviation Security) in 
Beijing on September 10, 2010, and 
signed by the United States on that 
same date. I also transmit, for the in-
formation of the Senate, the report of 
the Department of State with respect 
to the Beijing Convention. 

The Beijing Convention is an impor-
tant component of international efforts 

to prevent and punish both terrorism 
targeting civil aviation and the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. As between parties to the Beijing 
Convention, it replaces and supersedes 
the Convention for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts Against the Safety of 
Civil Aviation, done at Montreal, Sep-
tember 23, 1971, and its supplementary 
protocol, the Protocol for the Suppres-
sion of Unlawful Acts of Violence at 
Airports Serving International Civil 
Aviation, done at Montreal, February 
24, 1988. It significantly strengthens 
the existing international counterter-
rorism legal framework and facilitates 
the prosecution and extradition of 
those who seek to commit acts of ter-
ror, including acts such as those com-
mitted on September 11, 2001. 

The Beijing Convention establishes 
the first international treaty frame-
work that criminalizes certain ter-
rorist acts, including using an aircraft 
in a terrorist activity and certain acts 
relating to the transport of weapons of 
mass destruction or related materials 
by aircraft. The Beijing Convention re-
quires States Parties to criminalize 
specified acts under their domestic 
laws and to cooperate to prevent and 
investigate suspected crimes under the 
Beijing Convention. It includes an ‘‘ex-
tradite or prosecute’’ obligation with 
respect to persons accused of commit-
ting, attempting to commit, conspiring 
to commit, or aiding in the commission 
of such offenses. 

Some changes to United States law 
will be needed for the United States to 
implement provisions of the Beijing 
Convention obligating the United 
States to criminalize certain offenses, 
make those offenses punishable by ap-
propriate penalties, and authorize the 
assertion of jurisdiction over such of-
fenses. Proposed legislation is being 
separately transmitted by my Adminis-
tration to the Congress. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
early and favorable consideration to 
the Beijing Convention, subject to a 
reservation and certain understandings 
that are described in the accompanying 
report of the Department of State. 

DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 18, 2020. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

WOMEN VETERANS APPRECIATION 
DAY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be discharged 
from further consideration of S. Res. 
616 and the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 616) designating June 

12, 2020, as ‘‘Women Veterans Appreciation 
Day’’. 

There being no objection, the com-
mittee was discharged, and the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
further ask that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
and the motions to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table 
with no intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 616) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in the RECORD of June 11, 2020, 
under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

AMERICAN EAGLE DAY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 630, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 630) designating June 

20, 2020, as ‘‘American Eagle Day’’ and cele-
brating the recovery and restoration of the 
bald eagle, the national symbol of the United 
States. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 630) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF DAVID DORN AND EXPRESS-
ING CONDOLENCES TO THE FAM-
ILY OF DAVID DORN 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 631, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 631) honoring the life 

and service of David Dorn and expressing 
condolences to the family of David Dorn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to proceeding to the meas-
ure? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
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to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 631) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JUNE 22, 
2020 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 3 p.m., Monday, June 22; 
further, that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day, and morning business be 
closed; further, that following leader 
remarks, the Senate proceed to execu-
tive session to resume consideration of 
the Wilson nomination. Finally, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the provisions of rule XXII, 
the cloture vote on the Wilson nomina-
tion occur at 5:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
JUNE 22, 2020, AT 3 P.M. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 4:03 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
June 22, 2020, at 3 p.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

CAROLINE A. CRENSHAW, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE SECURITIES AND EX-
CHANGE COMMISSION FOR A TERM EXPIRING JUNE 5, 
2024, VICE ROBERT J. JACKSON, JR., TERM EXPIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

BRADLEY D. HANSELL, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A DEPUTY 
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, VICE KARI A. BINGEN. 

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION 

KYLE HAUPTMAN, OF MAINE, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION BOARD FOR 
A TERM EXPIRING AUGUST 2, 2025, VICE J. MARK 
MCWATTERS, TERM EXPIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

CYNTHIA KIERSCHT, OF MINNESOTA, A CAREER MEM-
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF MAURITANIA. 

GEETA PASI, OF NEW YORK, A CAREER MEMBER OF 
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CAREER MIN-
ISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLEN-
IPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
THE FEDERAL DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF ETHIOPIA. 

THE JUDICIARY 

JAMES P. ARGUELLES, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF CALIFORNIA, VICE LAWRENCE JOSEPH O’NEILL, RE-
TIRED. 

FRED JOSEPH FEDERICI III, OF NEW MEXICO, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
NEW MEXICO, VICE ROBERT C. BRACK, RETIRED. 

BRENDA M. SAIZ, OF NEW MEXICO, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW 
MEXICO, VICE JUDITH C. HERRERA, RETIRED. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate June 18, 2020: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

PETER M. MCCOY, JR., OF SOUTH CAROLINA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 

VINCENT F. DEMARCO, OF NEW YORK, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW 
YORK FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

SETHURAMAN PANCHANATHAN, OF ARIZONA, TO BE DI-
RECTOR OF THE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION FOR A 
TERM OF SIX YEARS. 

THE JUDICIARY 

JUSTIN REED WALKER, OF KENTUCKY, TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA CIRCUIT. 

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

WILLIAM ZOLLARS, OF KANSAS, TO BE A GOVERNOR OF 
THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE FOR A TERM EX-
PIRING DECEMBER 8, 2022. 

DONALD LEE MOAK, OF FLORIDA, TO BE A GOVERNOR 
OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE FOR A TERM 
EXPIRING DECEMBER 8, 2022. 
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